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ABSTRACT 
The network-based approach to curriculum development 
and implementation, based on Program Evaluation and Review 


Techn tqueemtPBRan@'priinci pltesmaiwas des tignedeiiin 199/0i tas Saametchod 


CO giMmprove: classroomerlinsitructi on. Mike many innovations. this 
approach! anousediiintieresit.’ Meachersm@soont began tomuse isteto 
deve Vopr cunmirctutha tort an diwiidualtiizedeiinsit®r uctiionr In five years 


time, thirty-four teachers had become involved in fourteen 
network-based curriculum development projects. Others were 
indi cect lypeun Vole ds. 

This study was undertaken to determine if the network- 
based approach to curriculum development and implementation 
can be used by classroom teachers to improve their classroom 
instruction. The research questions asked: 

1. Is the network-based approach to curriculum 
development and implementation more effective and efficient 
than other alternatives known and used by teachers in managing 
instruction in their classrooms? 

2. Is the network-based approach to curriculum 
development and implementation feasible for use in classrooms? 

S-mis#themperceptlonsofe feast binirity sasfUnction oT: 
experience with the network-based approach; the hierarchical 
rank held by the respondent; or, other variables? 

4h, is the procedure offered for use by teachers 
engaged in developing and implementing network-based curricula 
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Development of a conceptual framework for studying 
educational feasibility was the first step taken in this 
study. Educational feasibility was found to be constrained by: 
quality (effectiveness and efficiency), organizational factors, 
technology, polltics, pedagogy, timeliness. and generalizability. 
Out of the conceptual framework, a research design was developed 
for studying the feasibility of the network-based approach 
to curriculum development and implementation. Next, facets 
of the research design were incorporated into a questionnaire 
which asked participants in network-based projects to compare 
this approach with other alternatives known to them. 

The findings of the study show that the respondents 
hold the network-based approach to be more effective, more 
efficient, and more feasible for classroom use than other 
alternatives known to them. Though perceived to be technical, 
teachers felt that they had derived benefits from use of the 
approach. Moreover, students in network-based programs were 


perceived as working harder and being more satisfied with their 


progress. In some instances discipline problems appeared to 
Ceciine mea iihOUGgnmMannUnDe GwOtmesd Oni! can tmdl tt emencesS sine pets 
ceptions of feasibility were found in the study group, there was 


nomevidencesto suggest that the signititcant dit ferences were 
Capablesoterendening the other findings Of thes tidy ainvalasd. 
The procedure offered for use by teachers developing network- 
based curricula was found to be inadequate--it was both 
inflexible in application and lacking in information. 
Feasibility studies are intended to determine the 


probability of an innovation being adopted successfully. As 
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perce! veduby the study population, the network-based “aoproach 

to curriculum development and implementation can be used by 
Classroom reacners tomimprove tneinm classroom instruction. | On 
thembasiseOtretheser findings jtwmeay be concluded that’ further ad-= 
option of the network-based approach should have a relatively 
TUORmMOrODADIMMEtyYe On success, “Sihey findings Of the Study also 
FendetoOejUuStinfy tnhesrecommendation that other systems analysis 
techniques should (bewanelyzed for potential contributions to an 


educational] technology. 
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Chapter 1 


BACKGROUND AND DEFINITION OF THE STUDY 


BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 


Rationale 

As the technological revolution sweeps our society 
along, it leaves in its wake both benefits and problems. 
North Americans enjoy a standard of living unrivaled in many 
other parts of the world. Extensive resources and efficient 
production techniques have been combined to produce an 
amazingly diversified array of products. Technology enables 


nanmetcovetrole thesearth.. often in less, time thane it takes to 


drive across town. Synthetic parts are used to rejuvenate our 


tired, worn, or diseased bodies. Change brought about by 
thestechiologicai revolution at Lectsemost aspect Seor socrety 
and the rate of change is gathering momentum. 


if this concept of change were plotted on a graph, 
the lower coordinate would represent time--the lower 
left corner being the beginning of man's history about 
10,000 years ago and the lower right corner being the 
present. The vertical coordinate would be change, repre- 
scented by a number of factors-—-the speed with which 
man moves over the face of the earth, the amount of 
energy, actual change in the nature of work or the 


population of the world. 


We could see the dimension of change in relation 
tort ime ands im elauhom tO Liemlas & IlWen ty syears. a) lic 
curve would run almost flat along the whole distance of 
thestoue zontal vax use fOr abOoutwd i Le .etOmd OOhinLid tong 


1900. ft would then swerve upward at an exponential rate 


fOnmmiedi: Vethewentl re Vvettiodi) Clotance stUe thes p ie sien i, 
DUtmthatusevanty Yeats WOlUld she -renhesented iby ez on cies 


Ofvthes vine compared to the previous mile (Vennw 197 te 75). 


ff examined separately, the rate of educational change 
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does not appear to have been either as rapid or as extensive 
as. some’ of the other social. changes. Perhaps, many people. have 
been too involved in changing themselves to recognize the 
pressure that change has imposed on the educational system. 
Some people have been more perceptive. In the opinion of 
Harold Shane (1973:326-327) the impact of the exponential 
patesot uchangesom. education, has resulted in a “crisis of 

trans )tLone: 


The unprecedented development that has most 
severely shaken society and the school is the crisis 


OtestralisiatsiOl es escr en tatieiLcal wy and Os) cnoLogica lly. anos t 
MeMeaitd. women olne Io. were closer to cance bent. Rome: Of 
(Jab Cemcnaneuney were to Amer ca Of plo /5 eA. Lies. By 


the early 1920s portentous changes were underway, and in 

the 50 years that have intervened, more changes have 

takenmplLacesiinan occurred. In thes previous 50,000 myvearrs.. 
He modm aC 423) elsmot the sopinnonithatecnance: 


or expansion, alters the lives of successive generations: 


Thesexpansion is wot measured jin terms of. clock 
time, but in terms,of experience, or what we might cal] 


subjective time. HOt deslat VilnC. OCI mat lems GC. LGoMmun aS Ses 
AGCOst iy Cm OAC ee Oc ke Db Ut 0 Sis ed ged nate tan sa on 
experience. This is an interesting paradox here, in that 


Cimesspent Sineunteres ting .oursuitts passes rapidly. 

whereas time spent in illness drags. Yet in recollection, 
we exactly reverse this and we remember time largely in 
CECNSeOnrmintehestingeexpe riences.  sbUGl It lSmneco Whection 
Eivct scOuUn tS ...SiunGe ot ivatemies mviien stored Vint orma Gion. 1s 
used. Thus, the paradox is resolved in that we may 
conclude that more experience and more information are 
subjectively equivalent to a longer life. 


Lomcarry athe thought s6unehe.. COnSilidete cas man Wino 
Wav eda Ole c | O.CKmy Gra tesp 80M. 25-4.¥ 78 2.5 se LOmg|.02 Oreo ncsraid cd 
up his potential experience as a measure of 70 experience 
Veats vse ts woragndchi Ldnen yo living af rom al 9 Os tom! 980. could 
ifi;they fully absorb thelr potential of information 
(experience), easily exceed 400 experience years. Their 
children, 1930-2000 A.D., may exceed 700 experience years. 


How many educators are there today who act as though 
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today's children at school entry age may be, experientially 
speakimnge 10] deracthany-theim= counterpartst ate .theliturni oft ithe 
century by a factor of ten? How many schools are there that 
can boast a curriculum capable of keeping pace with the 
exponential rate of social change and the resulting increases 
in new knowledge? Many of the reports tend to be pessimistic. 
Grant Wenn (1970:94) -asked; 


WhadteabouUtethestactuthatsthe curciculums methods 
OhMteaGh ing, wiNdikwi cUalewass is tance gandmetutor lings .and 
special courses are about the same as they were thirty 
Vears naga, segardlesssof the. .student’és background, needs 
TORmSpectialahelp. tmothvaklonguparentall tmbeuests , “home 
environment, oplevelsof learnming wheneschoohbastarts? 


What about the lag between what we know should be 
done in the schools and what is actually being done? 


KennetheBoulding (1970:13) wasn't any kinder in his assessment: 


The techrotegy of teaching is still not very 
different fromawhatcit wassingethesdaysaofePlatacse This 
Useparticulraniy trie in the Universities. ein the grade 
schools unquestionably there is greater variety and 
much more use is made of educational tools such as 
MOVies, ~fulmestrios*sandsotherkVusutalealdsmanduthe res ks 
evenearsmaliamove [nto computer-assisted instruction. ie 
is very doubtful, though, whether much more knowledge- 
value is being produced per hour of teacher time or per 
real dollar of total expense than it was a hundred years 
ago, or even twenty-five hundred years ago. 


Even Goodlad and Klein (1970:72), describing what they found 
Ube miundmt iemoldas shOOmedOOm.. sdeclanecmethat: 


Agvery subjective but nonetheless general impression 
of those who gathered and those who studied the data was 
that some of the highly recommended and publicized 
innovations Obetherpast decadésor solwerewdimiuy conceived 
and, at best, partially implemented in the schools claiming 
them. The novel features seemed to be blunted in the 
effort to twist the Innovations Into familiar conceptual 
franesmomeestabbhishedapattegns oOfeschooling. Shor examp tie, 
team teaching more often that not was some pattern of 
departmentalizatikron andanongGadingslookeda tombe epioum 
Of homogeneous grouping. Similarly, the newscon tent of the 
CUGmLcULUMeprojectsstendedgtosbe, tonveyedawitnathe 
baggage of traditional methodology. 
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Might some student protests of irrelevancy be 
triggered by these shortcomings in the educational system? 


Shane 326 eahas) taken ethatepos) thon: 


vaswhe then we thike, ite orm note school s-=1i ke: mirrors-- 
nearly always reflect rather than create or reform 
culture. (Sometimess thestsoclalemitroreensm som distorted 
that we can't even get a clear reflected image!) 


AcomileoeRea Bassett polnts out (see peel ome September 
19728 @Kappan) oe thes schools ditdntitedemandmrelevance: 


it@weasmthes students whor tis ted i dts om oimet tem moss. Dat C., 
ite was: presissuresfrom the blacks» thateled™to black studies, 
NoOtepLescuressi rom educational’ deadershipes evar tually no 


pioneering curriculum ventures emphasized environment 
educatione pri ore tosddoSke thes prob ems, ome politi one first 
appeared in public forums, then found their way into the 
class Troomse, ahe samen is. truemofiwomenseerml ghits..... 

Much of the impact of change on the educational 
system can be isolated to two areas. First, the knowledge 
explosion coupled with demands for increasingly skilled 
labor in the market place means students must acquire 
relatively more skills and knowledge now than in the past 
(Uonsdahetnlo7)246) eau Thiseaddedebtirden one thesedicattonal 
system has been countered by a mere 55.8 percent rise in 
the average number of school days attended per year in the 
periods)910 to 1960, (Denison, 19712240) > “Secondly » educa- 
tionaleecosts mare erising Trapldly «8 some observers ore the 
American scene note a doubling of costs every decade (Johns, 
1968:199; Lonsdale, 1971:48). Recently costs of education 
inecanatamnave: been Eis.ingeat-a rate iwhich exceeas the mate 
Of growth of the Gross National «Products (Wi semthal, 919701); 
Economic Council of Canada, 1970: 55-73 Hanson, 1971:20). 

Of these two problems, a solution to the first may lie with 


increased effectiveness within the educational system, a 


solution to the last with increased efficiency. 
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Why hasn't there been notable improvements in educa- 


tilota leo roduc tivityerand effi citenicylel Oneltreason might) belitihia't 


innovations capable of increasing educational productivity 


sndeerfticiency arenut being extensively uti lized (Goodlad ¢ 
Melina 908712) Paes nianews( 1.95/13 329 330) )eandived ma neth elt sane 


Conc wus tan. 


A year or two ago, for instance, Herbert Von Haden 
and Jean Marie King inventoried and assessed around two 
dozen current ideas for improving teaching. ~Among the 
innovations were: mnidivildua Iiigat fon, “mnltimed ita scentres , 
computers assisted instruction, simulation, behavioral 
objectives, team teaching, nongrading, programmed learning, 
vouchers, Montessori methods, microteaching, extended 
schoo Peyeanreeand=so ‘on. @2. SPirobabiy no mone sthian 254 
OfsOUrT “schools: have: thried "out ea estbstanttalentimber of 
thesepideas=—and “then vonly "onla Vimi ted ‘basis: 

Overshadowing failure to adopt innovations Shane 

(1973 327) identified another problem which he believes is 
EGnbGonunngseduication--technology “and iits righteusage:: 

~eawe have about a dozen years) in which to adopt 
policies that will keep our naive use of technology from 
becoming a disease that could leave our planet with 
its beauty gone and only its helplessness remaining. 

Much more optimistic in this regard was Toffler 

(1970:275) who argued that just as automation technology 
caters to our most outrageous material wants and desires so 
can {ft be used by educators to provide educational programs 
at once both compatible with complex social contexts and 
capabletof "meeting the needs of individuals. (It is the use 
Guwadvancedmtechnoloay tha whllwenabie this: quan tuneheap=- 
primitive technology only insures standardization (Toffler, 
1970:266-267). 


[In government, business and industry technology is 


defaned@masmthateset sof appl iféd*sciences which were devel= 
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oped for use in operations ranging from obtaining raw 
materials to developing and delivering the finished products. 
SuUchuUsage, omithe? tenm iiss Hin, agneementiwiith Galbraith us 
(1967:24) definition: 


hechnotoocymeansy theses ws tematic sap p laitcationwor 
SChentitic. of other orgdaniized knowledge tororect ical 


tasks. VeSumoOSt [MpOrtaRtecomequence. ..1°semnetorci ng 
Chemauvis One and subdi Vis ton cof any task simto. lts 
COnpOmentiep.a htsi.g @ Sinus. amdicomliy sthuss, tcany Ougantzed 


knowledge be brought to bear on performance. 
Daniel Bell (Knezevich, 1973:34) has regarded 
technology as a source of change: 


Technology multiplies the number of possibilities 
‘for mastering nature, and transforming resources, time 
and) space vand thereby is a prime stimulator of future 
change. 


The broad concept of technology can be partitioned 
into <a Shinbemgeogesouec biicatechnol og hese tsbduca thonalmtech= 
nologymis wonesa! Goombs (1968111) tof fered ka defini on lof 


educational technology: 


Bducatviional “techmoliogy , Hhroadly tconceiwedaelncludes 
all of the different methods, materials, equipment and 
logistic arrangements employed by education to further 
btsewortk.e Ihese range from the lecttre methodmto socre uic 
dhkahkoquey, ainom ethe ssemtnapytoethe adr il Wasessione we ldiney. 
ingludes the blackboard desk, sand) textbook; *the pupd — 
teacher ratio and the layout of classrooms and corridors; 
the chronological grade system, the academic calendar and 
theaschoolmebe ll sthat punctuates time uinto ymodulareunits ; 
the examinations and grades that influence students' 
futures. Bachiwofiethese fisigan integra lwoarteo feaeusys.tem’ 
and a 'process' whose ultimate objective is to induce 
learning: 


Daviesa@)972: 1-2) offered another definition of educational 


technology. Educational Technology is: 


Sechewe!lledisciplinedtandesystematic approachmeto 
ecducationand training characterized by —explicilutiness, 
bymsophisticated analysis andasynthesis; ebywthe utili 
zation of optimal decision-making procedures and by 
rigorous empirical evaluation. 


-_ Bike . ie 
“as a iolhee = rye a 4; bau as 


: - Cay 
é a ; vee i ¥ a ohne ren oe 


vi rity ‘Wah 4 Hsu. reel Mi om te g a 


a | ae | Aa | _ ee 


tae sie6l had 2! 70NeG)s 
*i Sag 8 86 VA 1‘ Age weir Sst ien +? Myr eta 4 


yeradnt ni ai <a> wonee danas os ae ee joo ad} » om ie 
in @ 


aol cm: 2§e)-e278 1) ee a od 
. ls 5an wy? Copal 7 vrne wis : enh As 
’ ay Ye rs wes Sr Care ep 
’ “ 7 
ee its £ : ; J ria i eit: 
4 ® @20F 
x 
* _ ' 
: ia : (arti © 2 2% si¢ st CORRE A 
¥ gyer'G hy ey a, Se 3 9. Pak ' tan.e : 
> ~ - 
i : > , euv<eor't’ mre oaks & 
: : “eereke 
’ a 8S LAr hed pi aay? - 4 .an (703.7 Kguse } AT 
a 
an? ts34ae2 . A Ay seoe® Je 450e Yo sodcaue @ 
- - 


4 ial las al erehl@ O41 ede!) Simwe- ove 1) age ia 
squiaedss: beter: 
igi20s Siyert SAH aTicy PVA Teate VOR epee”, § aS oe) 
66k tne wine LEE ke i he eee yiiy re whe ait ie vied 
+ar2 oe aa! Son bt ee give 2") ean) awe, é i bod 
aol a wi eRn Ses. Gir toe ilrs ptr s, Wohet od 
a ae dgtates ABD SNE SF 2) GT te Bh gm? | anya 
iqkes SOSA pJagts aon’, thy pe) y awe ro ihe: soy dou bar 
ssenkiat as. Un hap e¢int. fa tuk mah ae ‘hive {G7 A 7s 
Lah: Persians Pah? i 76 SAE, srve a ‘se lgeloriets or 
knee a Poth yy [6 9) sees. @2 fay "ers Gewi lig@ tvodpe~ Aa 
- her aah yu saan tl et septa cir! an: iopaw @l: 


iano alate Bnet ig 
Pee a 
. 
= ti . ans weheoa 
ye 7 


—J be Ny eu 
1, 7 


Because of incomplete agreement about the domain of 


educational technology and in order to simplify subsequent 


arscusstons, educatitonal™technology™ 1s defined in’ this study 

as an applied science of education which includes methodologies 
for planning, implementing, and evaluating instructional 
programs. 

Planning, programming, budgeting systems (PPBS) were 
offered as one alternative for resolving some of the educational 
problems™already noted: Judging from the glowing terms Pres= 
ident Lyndon Johnson used in introducing program budgeting into 
the departments of the Federal Government (Novick, 1967:xv) 
one might have expected that when applied to education, most 
of the ills would have quickly vanished. 

Umrortumacery, evidence 15 accumulating =tnat trios, 
aASwpDnesciUryeappltedwin education, fs Mot =the panacea anti c— 
ipated. Some weducators (Kiser "Edwards, 1972: Knezevich, 
1973:249) have found PPBS models difficult to implement. 
Moreover, many educators have been hoaxed into believing that 
PPBS Ss ISemore ‘than ttets: believing, tiiat a management tool 
will make decisions, believing that quantified cost figures are 
the ultimate comparison to be used in evaluating objectives, 
believing that people readily adapt to the systems approach, 
and believing that objectives are easy to quantify (James, 
1973:28-33) 

Gott's (1970) study indicated that many administrators 
peutmtbevelackedsthesskillS econ 1 mplementeth Don es Killa! Smo une 
use of various systems analysis techniques which were in 


common use in government, business and industry when PPBS 
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emerged on the scene. Though PPBS implementation in govern- 
ment, business and industry was contingent upon use of many 

of these techniques and practices, educators have attempted to 
adopt some form of PPBS without first working out the necessary 
supporting educational technology. Several pioneers in educa- 
tional@appy ications of PPBS* (Hartiley.® 1960:97F Aik inge1s70% 
CurntrsHe 971-2018 Haggarts® 1972215 308 Knezevin chit 9973" 74-4 78) 
have agreed that effective implementation of PPBS is more 
likely to be achieved through use of an educational technology 
which draws upon a wide variety of systems analysis techniques. 

CUntismi1S7iel93) @icommentingions the: lackeot. adequate 
skis perceitvedebyvadministrators and= reported by™ Gott) (1970), 
noted! that= 

When a comparison is drawn between these inadequacies 

and the lack of publications which document clearly 
thenpracticalPapplications of thePtotal® conceptRrut 
becomes increasingly clear that much ‘'hard-nosed' 
research and development lies ahead. 
Unfortunately, this development and research will probably 
OCcUrMslowhynNroG aseCurtism( 19712201 )eeurther noted: 

To find many persons who are well trained in the 
areas outlined above...PERT (Program Evaluation and 
Review Technique), CPM’ {Critical™ Pathe Method); the 
development of MIS (Management Information Systems) 
and EDP (Electronic Data Processing)...is an impossible 
Cashed Conti sact. ime. 

Though recent literature gives evidence that the 
Situation is) no Longer impossible, filling the documentation 
VOidslocated by Curtis (1971:193) is a long process which 
involves design, development, and evaluation of the required 
procedures. This must be followed by promulgation of the 


procedures to the users in a way that is both understandable 


and acceptable. 
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The Network-Based Approach to Curriculum Development 

Development of the network-based approach to curriculum 
development and implementation (Hathaway, 1970) was but a 
Singlescontributtoneto anreducatitonalstechnologys “Basedson 
PERT (Program Evaluation and Review Technique) concepts, 
its intended purpose was to improve the quality and quantity 
Step EOdUC TLOnmnmarcilhass FOOMMmUNI ESE RESUItSMOhetperori gina) 
Study suggested that the network-based approach to curriculum 
development might be a feasible method for: selection and 
organizattonvorecurriculum content; intersubject integration 
of the curriculum content; and, management of information and 
student records in such a way as to to make individualization 
eins much iLCnmiunmenass FOOnNs. both practical eand srealuzab |e. 
[Individualization~of—instruction occurred on the basis of 
Var iattonse inee Cuntincular® contenteeratespotes fudentmprogresss 
and, wns tmuctionaias tirategqtess® Work) carnied oute byseother 
classroom teachers attests to the applicability of the network- 
basedmapproacne tomdevellopmentof curricula and individualization 
Of insitructionsibepantmenthofedndustniel andgVocational Education, 
DOM eee hy ee Once O27) BS Jey Bea umontead 1o9 355: 
EE dhefthaway SnloOvS@oie irvine eikupchenko, 1973595"; Irvine & 
McElroy = 197 4511256" McENiroy, 19739738 McElroy s Hathaway, 1974: 


129%= Pretvtz, 19/74:27).. 


Context of the study 


ARNUMDEMEOTeTactors -arlsingmouteor the prev lous 


discussion can now be brought into focus. Social change is 


imposing a Variety of influences on educations Students enter- 
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ing schools today are different than they were a decade or two 
ago. lhe sanount=of -informattvon= that must be assimilated by a 
student before he leaves school has increased. Various 
innovations have been introduced in an attempt to increase 
educational effectiveness and efficiency. Among them is the 
network-based approach to curriculum development and imple- 
mentation. Whether or not the network-based approach to 
curriculum development and implementation may be regarded as 

a feasible tool for use in meeting some of the demands con- 
fronting education at the classroom level is the problem 


addressed by this study. 
DiEsREN | TRLON] 10 Fo SHE os Sal.U DY 


Statement of the Problem 

Can the network-based approach to curriculum develop- 
ment and implementation be used by classroom teachers to 
improve: therpealasstroom=instruction? Two major questions are 
imbedded in the problem statement. 


eamlisethesnetwork-pased approach, towcur miculum 


development and implementation an effective and efficient means 


of managing classroom instruction? 


2.1s the network-based approach feasible for use in 


classrooms? 


Feasibility is constrained by a number of variables: 


economics OLganizational, techni call pol tical, pedagogical: 


Cimeliness. and generalizability, 
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Dehimimcron-omene rms Used in the Study 


Classroom instruction. Classroom instruction embodies 
all? Op thesactivities a teacher undertakes in planning and 
implementang wnstruction in a classroom, 

Educational technology. Educational technology is the 
applied science of education and includes methodologies for 
planning, implementing, and evaluating instructional programs. 

Effectiveness. Effectiveness describes the degree to 
which stated program objectives are achieved. 

Efficiency. Efficiency describes the -degree to which 
resources are consumed in the achievement of a program 
objective. 


recap = 


Reastpilbity. Feasibility is defined as the 
ability Orepeirng=catried out or completed successfully, wth 
predicted success significantly greater than chance" 

Gira thima Hmelion 225207.) 


trartvidualiwzed instruction. Individualized Instruction 


describes a form of instruction wherein programs for 


individual students have flexibility in terms of curriculum 
content yatrates.ot progress s,s and instructionals sthategtesi. 

Network-based approach to curriculum development. The 
network-based approach to curriculum development is a PERT- 
based methodology for developing curriculum, implementing 
ityin,a variety of ways (including individualized instruction), 
and evaluating both the curriculum and the progress of students 
on the basis.of empirical data pertaining to student per- 
formance. 


In using the network-based approach the curriculum 
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is structured into a network by adhering to basic PERT 
principles. The completed network serves three major purposes: 
Nimo RON ccmamp Culhe of ether total ecurmicu luni atits isd Vv is Tbile 
into subnets which may be used as a record-keeping system for 
Induvct dliiZedminsthuctton:; and it sernveseas ammeans 10 f 
COdM YA NGewes tOlUOGaaeand sFet rey incea asin site ti ona lematedila lis: 
Venu the peace mim Ora Tt! 1olpibesm.  eMmplinlca \adatamcansbe 
corlecteds |OnmmuUses Iinmevallathina both studentsemprogress sand 
the, curriculum: 

PERI iPrognansevaluattonvand Reviews lechni que) maeeRT 
is a management technique used for translating programs into 
flow diagrams reflecting planned events, objectives, or activities 
andthe reintepcependencies sand tnterrelationshipss 

Procedure. A, procedure’ is) avseries of logical, steps 
by which routine actions are initiated, carried forward, 
controlled, and finalized. 

BrOdCUCUMVILCVemE GOdUCTIVitVe ls a term uSedBtondescr ipe 


thes qQuantityeand quality, of educational outcomes. 


Assumptions 

A numberuor vasstumptions underly this study. 

Weeeducaunrona me practl cesar ts they Glass G00 neve dgscan 
be improved. 

2 Cercervediteasibihi ty Ofjan innovation wiliebe 
anrectead. Dyauhe sspeGi tic epolilcies and =-established=practiices 
which prevail in each test situation. 

3. Teachers will employ educational practices 


perceived to have a high relative advantage ance W iilene ect 


others. 
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h. The expressed judgements and perceptions of 
individuals can be collated and aggregated into indices and 


Microtel Com. 


Research Questions 


Four research questions have been set forth as stepping 


stones in answering the study problem. 
Pe Is the network-based approach to curriculum 


development and implementation more effective and efficient 


than other alternatives known and used by teachers in managing 


instruction in their classrooms? 


Ze Is the network-based approach to curriculum devel- 


opment and implementation feasible for use in classrooms? 

34 Useathe percepts On of. Teas tbl | iavs am Tunicts Ono te 
experience with the network-based approach; the hierarchical 
rank held by the respondent; or, other variables? 

4, ls the procedure offered for use by teachers 
engaged in developing and implementing network-based 


GCumbictulamuseful in its present. form (Hathaway, I9/0- 1971) 


Medal t | cancesor stive Study 


Themessentcesot *the opintom @cl ted thus =rar suggests 
Ghatebecause tincreasies Tin “educational *costs are outstripping 
nic heasie Simin educational tproductivirty better educational 
anochl cestroughtssto ibecdeveloped and utilized. Tnere arestnose 
who argue for use of business and industrial practices in 
solving educational problems and in so doing argue for an 
educational technology--an applied science of education that 


offers a systematic way of doing things. Some argue that 
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the former is the key to the latter. 


The network-based approach to curriculum development 


and implementation (an approach that relies on PERT technology) 


was designed to improve curriculum development, implementation 
and evaluation practices, at the classroom level, and in 
ways compatible with PPBS. 

Whatever the results of this study prove to bese thns 
study ought to make a contribution to educational thought. 
If the network-based dpproach is shown to be a feasible means 
of improving the effectiveness and efficiency of classroom 
instruction then at least three avenues will be opened. 

1. Recommendations may be made for more extensive 
utilization of the network-based approach. 

2 Classroom teachers should have tools enabling them 
to make meaningful contributions to implementation of PPS S 


models. 


3e0 Other business and industrial practicesamay ive 
examined for their potential contributions to an educational 


technology. 


lf the study shows that the network-based approach 
is unfeasible (and the shortcomings of the approach cannot 


i fF 
be overcome) then many of the arguments favo nunc semc 


Business and industrial practices in education should be 


thrown open to question. 
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Method\of Inquiry 

Several steps were taken in deriving an answer to the 
study problem. 

t. A review of literature provided the basis for 
Ren Sit ca teOn mover wana lO tcmSeliewinng tOMmconst ralneuteCasi pilin tye 
methods Of studying feasibility, and, sources of data upon 
which determination of fone oa may be based. 

ZeemNemuden tint teditacetsmot the teas Lb ilu tyaestudy 
weme OtFdanbhzed into a conceptual “framework. 

3. Using the feasibility study conceptual frame- 
work as a guide, a research design was developed for this 
study. 

We iecmCist chia tOteassessingn the (cons tnaints sto 
meas iD thi ty were derived from a literature review. 

Se skheastudy method: and sources of feasibility 
determination data were identified. 

6. Having completed Steps 4 and 5 (above), the 
feasibility assessment criteria were translated into a study 
questionnaire. 

Jeep heeda Garcon ec GO and faltalys iso pana Wasmdeveur. 
oped and implemented. 

8. The findings from the analyzed data were reported, 
diecussed wand thenssummarized Imtovasset Of GOMcCHUS Ho nmlse 


implications, and recommendations for further study. 


Delimitation 
Severalefactorce served mtomde li tin technics LUG VE 
1. The study examined the network-based approach as 
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elementary, secondary; specials !and post-secondary levels of 
education in the Edmonton area. 

2. Data sources were limited to teachers and instruc- 
tors who were directly involved in these projects and those 
Othepmteachersy Sspectialists:: counsellors and aamitnistrators 
who had an opportunity to observe these projects and the 
students involved in’ them? 

a> estudents were eliminated @*romvthe study group 
because adequate historical records were not available. 
Teachers were asked to render judgements about’ the effects of 
the network-based approach on students. To some extent, this 
dechSionersedetensible® ont the basis®of*®atnumber “of studies 
(Henig, 1949; tig &€ James, 1965; Hall, 1966; Kirk, 1966; 
[ovine Joo-Oa) which Suggest that teachers ane meatlyues 
effective in some student assessments as some of the well-known 


standardized tests. 


Li aeaihewt tterature: review Was. Limited hom thesmost 
part, to the post-1968 period because formal educational 
Feasibiiltymstudies are relatively recent (pract woes ia Atetne 
same time the literature review was concluded late in 1974 
SOmthat the survey instrument could be designed: 

5. The study was limited to an examination o f 
feasibility in terms of Qual Mia tlavier, Ofdanicet OnclimmLechic 
nical,political, pedagogical, timeliness, and generalizability 
PON Pai teebecause lof a. lack, o) Know Ledge ay OutmuOw 
it might be assessed at the classroom leve lgypeconom ltcmaeas = 
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The criteria for assessing educational feasibility 


~ 


were also determined on the basis of a literature review. 
Because of the volume of potential material the review was 


not exhaustive but rather it was limited to a determination 


of common factors and identification of areas of general 
consensus. 

7. Feasibility was determined in part on a theoret- 
Pocal plane and-tn part on an- operational plane. On the oper- 
ational plane the study focused on what might be considered 
feasible in practice and treated current network-based projects 
aca pmlotwstudies. ~At the theoretical tevel “thers tudy. focused 


on the potential of the network-based approach. 


Limitations 

Several factors constrained or limited Chivse ss tuway. 

Vewiltesstudy Waco Vjimited to a relativedry smaly «study 
DOPUIation. this was due to the fact that the network-based 
approach was first demonstrated in a classroom in 1970 and has 
HOt nade time to diffuse to a large number of othericlessrooms. 

Wepeingethe first study Im toe tae prec tilkc alniy moO neet bic 
network-based approach, many unknowns were encountered. Owing 
to the high degree of uncertainty prevalent, absolute measures 
were avoided in favor of tests which determine what has been 
accomplished. Accomplishments were assessed on thes basis) of 


opinion. Thompson (1967:86) refers to these tests as 
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3. The study was limited to some extent by designer 
bias. 

4. The study was further limited to some extent by 
Res PONCeENtabitase bart Of this: bias could=eresult t1omethe eract 
Pratesone sot he respondents had a personal "interest sine fine 


network-based approach. They had adopted the approach. Another 


Ibe tiem iass COomld be attributed (to the “Hawthorne: errect s. 


SUMMARY 
This chapter has drawn together opinions suggesting 
need for improvements in educational practice. Some advocate 


development of an educational technology, based on practices 


developed for use in business and industry, as a way of improv- 


ing educational practice. Reflecting this view is the network- 
based approach to curriculum development and implementation 
which is now being used in several projects at the elementary, 
secondary, special, and post-secondary levels of education in 
the Edmonton area. The problem outlined in this chapter 
necessitates determining if the network-based approach can 

be used by classroom teachers to improve their classroom 


His uGo On. 


Uvepviewoor Other Chapters 


Chapter 2 contains a review of the literature and 
aeconceptual framework for use in determining the feasibility 
Gtmedicationaleprojects. Chapter 3) presents “the esearch 


design. Chapter 4 describes the methodology of the study. 


The findings from the analyzed data are discussed in Chapter 5. 


A summary of the study, conclusions, implications, and 


recommendations for further study are presented in Chapter 6. 
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Chapter 2 


A REVIEW OF LITERATURE PERTAINING TO EDUCATIONAL 
Pee eb ee leveos WOES eA NID oe) Fav EOP MEN T oO pA 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR ASSESSING 
EDU CATSRONA ll See A Sibnlel Thy, 


EIPERATURE REVIEW 


Scope of the Literature Review 

The literature review served to determine what 
constitutes feasibility and how educational feasibility has 
been measured in a number of cases. The findings from this 
literature review were incorporated into a conceptual frame- 
work which served as a guide for the research design used in 


Choi Sestudy,. 


WeClORS=Olstie meas toLLiLty Study 

In this study the feasibility of the network-based 
approach to curriculum development and implementation has 
been examined. The first question which had to be answered 
asked "What constitutes feasibility?'' Only by knowing what 
constitutes feasibility could a research study be designed 
HOCCeterMiLme the teasibility of any particular approach of 
phenomenon. 


Leos Dill LY eaeccCOndungm to mcnes le uncouUbda pelo ile iis 


MeavabDlenofeberngucatmied OUt.n. Slt 15) USetULeatumtnesoutoed 
fosdistinauish feasibility determination from evalUat hon which 
Eoecetined bye CUrtis (hoy l:oh) as “S).the process sot sassessimad 
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phevat.tarnmentlereobjectivessand thesworth of programsts 
Feasibility then amounts to an assessment of an undertaking 
before implementation and evaluation applies to assessments 
made during and after implementation. 
Definitions of feasibilityewhich are mererspecitic 
Phidane thosemotteredtbya,.bexicographe rs@ares of fered by reder 
tively few educational theorists; mainly those who also 
advocate the use of systems analysis and other business 
and industrial management practices. 
Kautmane (19727129) ehasmde fined: feastbt lreyrasmrhe: 
mascapabishity of being carried cut or completed 
successfully, with predicted success significantly 
greater than chance. 
Alone jakauumanas scerinition fatls to identity thes ert ticay 
FiMnensworsavitenw are bikely to constrain feasibility. 
Othersasuggestysometof =these’potential constraints. 
Hissannel9 7/3996) tshedsaddit tona l@iightson ethe 
Meawing otyTeasSibrlitys (‘To onesinvolved invopetationsene— 


Seatrchia teasmulemsolution is an optimum selution. “To the 


eomputermsclentistsethe feasibility study @ieads (toratdecisi on 


fOraAcdUl ne. OnanouNtowacgquifke AvcCOmputEer equrpmeli.eeto the 
Systemmanahysteteasibi lity descrtbessthespracticalpty fotna 
proposed change. ft is iin this sense. thatereasi > nity s 


usedetne this estudy” 

Hussain Gl9/3e204), enlarged ithe sconcep tao fmrcasy Digiity 
by sldentunyingsandtdescr bing *threemtypesmoimoons Ghaintse 
economic and financial constraints, organizational constraints, 


and technological constraints. 
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Dione (1968335) suggested that feasibility may be 
cous tratmed poli titcal|y. 

SIEbl Peothentconstralints ttarfeas ibulity weremudentut ied 
from an examination of a number of educational feasibility 
studies. 

Johnson and Shearon (1970) reported a study directed 
towards validation of the Georgia Educational Model for 
Bli¢mentany: Teacher Preparation. Thetr study was prefaced by 
several definitions (Johnson & Shearon, 1970:6): 


Heras libyaldieye.? wel he fexctent! tho wwhischyean OCcuUnImeiuGel 50.17 
Spectwunc comdiition isepossitle or MWwkely stomtake. puacer 


ineoreuvcal steasi bility, “Lhe possi bil tty. ofethe 
aie Garlininemt. Olea ESDie Clef bc aCOtmvdisthbon som occurrence prior 
tOmptesmacmons tration in. reality. 

Lechmiccals feasibility. The extent to whtch technology 
Cbouhwavciteneand mechad ical)s i Sata via lalLablle Stomaccomol isin 
acondt tion, or occurrence which is) regarded as sthecre tical ly 
feasible of being accomplished. 

The Geonqnuapsitudy «iJahnson se iShearon, 697071 %) uconsidered 
PeasbDia Wty. cel tamlamomn twoeleve ls.) )yihewhigstsorder feas i bi diey 
criteria suggested that: 

li the tprodnan imodeakeshould oeoducegbe Clernsiteachtens . 

a the developed strategy for developing and 
engineering the model should be effective in accomplishing 
osad0.al sm ata 

J. 8uchesprogcam mode] eshouldgbe sociogpsy chological ly 
feasible. 

These first-order criteria were. further subdivided 


into second-order criteria suggesting that: 


Ls the model should be reasonable in terms of demands 
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on the, times of students, teachers; and administrators ; 

26 thewecosts shouddrbe® infdmne with present icos ts:, 

B2enthentnstructionalsprogramashoulldt@bemacceptabte. to 
man's environment, 

4, the needed materials and equipment should be 
attainable, and 

5aeethe model program shouldsbe transportable ito 
Othe =) nisitict U talons 

Johnson and Shearon (1970-21) further suggested. four 
pe C000. Se nO eeCOMANC tin Gecde sea Slbaaiity isitud yemmnGomsillda ton 
with experts, assessment based on selected criteria, simulated 
demonstration, and operational demonstration. 

A study conducted at the University of Massachusetts 
(LS 70jmto examine. the: feastbidityeof. a) Model orl ememtany 


Teacher Education Program attempted to answer six questions. 


Pe [s the model pedagogically sound--does it work? 
Dive ls the model economically feasibile? 

S YC Is the model administratively feasibile? 

to ism the. model) technically fees ible? 


ie Are the clients (those served by the model) 
satisfied? 

6: Will the model retain relevance for teacher 
education (University of Massachusetts, 1970:1)? 

The study method adopted by the University of Mass- 
achusetts was comprehensive. Pedagogical feasibility was 
determined separately for each subject area by a study team. 


Each of the other constraints was assessed across the entire 
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program with many of the feasibility assessment criteria 
selected on the basis of common sense. 

Michigan State University established feasibility 
Crrtebtassomewnat eclectically In their study intom tne 
feasibility of a behavioral Science Teacher Education® Program 
(Hienhigans state University, 1969)- 

Several other studases Ghtasian «1900; sAgtnweia7 oO: 
Green, 1970), though purporting to assess feasibility, 
conducted controlled experiments to show that their methods. 
Or approaches yielded better results than the control 
methods--they contained an element of evaluation. 

Rudman's (1970) study at the University of Mass- 
achusetts examined the feasibility of the Language Arts com- 
ponent of the University of Massachusetts study already 
discussed. 

Melnotte 9(1970*/-8) in vhis study into thesoperasi onal 
feasibility of an apprenticeship work-study program raised 
Bumper eOreques Glons, some of which eappedr stOupesgecierallzapwe 
HOmdmVaIoLefyerO piheds | DN 4 by Uotiud! esc 

omHow ertective ts. the program in terms op etne 
knowledge and skills gained? 

2. How successful its the program! 

a How genecalizablhe 10 meexpontab les ts sineamodel yoy, 
approach? 

he) 6What ts the student reaction to the program? 

CeeWhatesnauld be the contentuandspcCocedUpece LOT 
Tol low-up? 


6. How responsive is the manpower pool? 
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Hat wWhetemodi fications sof the model, of approach, 
mugnt besconskde red fot futune efforts? 

Whenmam heads ibt bhipty astiudy should soccur in theep lanmiung 
cycle is yet another question somewhat open to debate. Kaufman 
G19722119), suggested that feasibility can be determined as part 
Cueonieom- doling scudyec Hussain (1973.2. 195-217)soutlLinedua 
descneategteas i bi uty study alan... MosSteofrthe studies: already 


Gitedgwenewsot thts latter «type. 


LieGmGCONCeD ts Of. reas tb 1 lity 

ihe sreviewed literature suggests that feasibility. 
acsvaemuUltt=faceted concept. Hussain (19/3204) identi tied 
economuceand  tunancial constraints. Ordganitzationel constraints, 
ardmtechinological sconsitraints. Dronm-(19662 35) 1 dentipned 
BEeDOMutucCamecOons tLaint. | Johnson sand Shearonmuls70.17) 
SUCges loom Gitte cas ibility ts. .cons (tal ned sby judgements of 
Gluatity--ettectiveness end efficiency.  Thie Lene es of “feas = 
Hot lity was further enlarged, by the studies carried out at 
the University of Massachusetts (1970), to include a pedagog- 
ECaMmconsticaintwand a constraint Of ytime li ness. aah eno: 
administrative constraint appeared similar to Hussain's 
organizational constraint.  Generalizabi lity was identified 
aSsaeconstraint. tne@theestualées carrredroutrby "both tne 
University of Massachusetts (1970) and Melnotte (1970). 

Two sources of data for assessing feasibility were 
bdenterted through an examination tof tne  leterattrers Jonnson 
and Shearon (1970) discussed assessment of feasibility theor- 
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operationally--through pilot studies or demonstrations. 
Finally two schools of thought were identified 
pertaining tofeasiitbiWiity sstudy "methodology 8" “Kaufman (1972: 
119) prefers to continuously assess feasibility while nearly 
al oft the other studies “determined Feasibility by means of 9a 
Speci#mucestudy conducted prior to implementation of a plan 
Oruinnovation. Johnson and Shearon. (1970)) Iidentrried four 
WoYS ine wolich a specific feasibility study may be carried out: 
through consultation with experts, assessment, simulation, and 


demonstration. 


DEVELOPMENT OF A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR 
STUDY ING EDUCATIONAL: FEASIBILITY 
Facet Analysis and Design 
Facet design (Runkel .é McGrath, 1972s17-2n) asia 
means of laying out a research domain. It identifies the 
limits of the domain and systematizes the ordering of subparts 
or elements. Maximum power of a facet design is achieved 
when the facets and their elements conform to a set of rules 


(Runkel ecuMcGrath. 1972:19) : 


Ieee ObDyectss snowldebe. classi ed. Dyeecgi| the properties 
Or facets that the investigator has chosen as relevant 
LOMMLsmctudy. Any) Oby ect) =—be wit concept. leven tes person. 
or whatever--has more than one property tn common with 
Others. A facet. design will De more comprehensive and 


serviceable vig ta. taceteapp| cable towany «obi cc tals 
apMideceabiLe:stan all. 


ae Fach facet should be divided into an exhaustive 
setror categories or, elements. that 915) everyeobiect emus 
be classifiable in one of the elements. 


3. The elements of each facet should be mutually 
excluaivessthat 1S each objcetumustebe class ifiab esi 


only one of the elements. 
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facet should be specified. A facet design is more powerful 


bpetnerelements "can ®at beast be@ordered: 

boa Enews logical relations, among facets shauld we 
specified. Ddealily, the act of “classify ing an obyect 
Withineones face t= shou).d put nowconstraint on (ts ec) ass 
ification within anotheas 


Gym ether tacets ,s col Vective ly. should yexchaustestie 
domain of interest. 


AnConceptual Eramework for Studying Educational EeaSeibt Wil by 


Three facets emerged from the reviewed literature: 
GOlistratmtseto educational feasibility, feast b itis Byes mudy. 
methods. and Sources off feasibilityy determination sata. One 
way of examining the interrelatedness of these facets is 
through use of a cubic model. Subdividing each facet of the 
cube by the elements derived from the literature review 
yields a conceptual framework for studying educational feas- 
Ebibtty (Figure |). 

One of the risks associated with development of a 
Matiixe.or cubic model gs that some of the) ce) | siimayebe 
meaningless. The conceptual framework in Figure | is no 
exception--the shaded cell representing a ''theoretical demon- 
Stratton’! is: an example... here maybe others eral though they 
ahem ces OmOb.Vil O1US). 

An initial assessment of the conceptual framework 
Gamebescompleted! by examinimg Ut Ine tenms sof (they cri ter wanset 
forth by Runkel and McGrath. 

ee Objects (chi teuatarmalyl | mom nbomepeciinicrce! 1s) 
Canebemelassimied by oll of the Tacets schosen was ene levent. 


a Fach facet is subdivided into a set of elements. 
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Each set is exhaustive to the extent that all identified 
objects can be classified in one of the elements. 
3. The elements appear to be mutually exclusive. 
4, A relationship among elements is suggested. 
Be Ap relations hips among thelr facets is suggested: 
Grae phesstacets:,. co) lecttvely j~wexhaus Gatnemaomain aod 


interest and concern revealed by the literature review. 


SUMMARY 


A number of feasibility studies were reviewed in order 


to facilitate development of a conceptual framework for study- 


ings educational feasibi lity. In these studies three facets 

Ofer cas UDig ity studies. were: identified: . cons.tirad ntise to 
educational feasibility, feasibility study methods, and sources 
of feasibility determination data. These three facets, together 


with their constituent elements, were organized into a con- 
ceptual framework. This conceptual framework served as the 


basis tor the research design discussed in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 3 


RESEARCH DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT OF A 
STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE 


RESEARCH DESIGN 


The conceptual framework for an educational feas- 


BO enyescudye(page.27) tdenti fies three facets (areas of 
interest) of Teasubiliity studies: bases Of Vieasibishicy 
determination data, Teds bi laity study Mmetnodsijand cons trannies 


GCoeteashoidiity.) Ewouof the research questions (pages m3) 


focus on the beast bility of the network-based approach: one 
focuses on the quality constraints of Feasibility, the other 
on the remaining feasibility constraints. 


Bases for Feasibility Determination Data 
Two bases of feasibility determination data were 


identified in the literature: theoretical and operational. 


Theoretical feasibility. Theoretical feasibility) asaconceps 
tualized by Johnson and Shearon (1970:6), attemps to probe 
Pheediles tioneoi plausibility, Puauss Dil Vive smesttabii shed 
when an approach, which has not yet been demonstrated, can- 
not be discounted on the basis of any known or foreseen con- 
Sitch lay USiee In other words an approach can be regarded as 
theoretically feasible when there are no constraints fore- 


Casting its failure prior to implementation. 


Operational feasibility. Operationally determined feas- 
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ibility is reckoned on the basis of an examination of 
qecemonseratMonnoat sthe voceunrencesior approach. hy paca lives, 


operational’ feasibility edeterminatiion involves atpilotystudy . 


Bases hOrecetermuningureasi bility, inethus Studyoe shbeunetwork= 
Dased@eapproach is®kmwown by ®agrelativelyasmall] group sef-educa- 
Corswth@the Edmonton area. These people are either using 


themepproeeh “themselvesPorearesins ayposi tionswheres they. can 
observe others using it. 

Por the most part, feasibility determinationswas onthe 
basis” Of’ operational ly-derived data--on the basis of on-going 
projects which were regarded as pilot studies. An exception 
SOCGCURTECOMUNs bart) 11 of the study questionnaires (Appendioa.) 
which could have been answered only from a theoretical per- 
SpecttiVvVens Mosth of the concepts contained in sthat parteof the 


questionnaire were not encountered in the operational projects. 


Feas (bili ty Sstiurdys Methods 

Two schools of thought about methodology were ident- 
ified in the literature review. One school suggested that 
themteast bidity study (5 an on-going study trom thei nceptton 
Ciethemapproach) to itssultimate implementat lon sine sseconc 
schooleardued that at some point after tne approach issdestgned, 
and before it {fs implemented, feasibility must be determined 


tirOuUGnmuUSsemOf aaetormal  sivudy: 


On-going feasibility study. Kaufman (1972:119) described the 
faturemofethe: on-going *“feasi bivki tyres tudyr. 


A methods-means analysis may begin whenever the 
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analyst chooses. The experienced educational planner 
WitheuUncoOUmtedly Tind! Greater Uoiikity, Ini starting: tne 
methods-means analysis as soon as a mission objective 
and associated performance reguirements have been 

pden tit vedmandms tated. | This, scomt i nual Mttdenti fication 
of possible "'hows'' and the relative advantages and dis- 
advantages of each, means that an on-going feasibility 
assessient mS iveing condueteda....) As sthe system analysis 
continues, and as the methods-means analysis portion 
COMmMGkhdes ene hems arco ti nuousm checkin dueand sass urance 
Ehatelt ease feasible stousuppose that. «the, missionecan be 
accomplished. 


When the planner has completed the task analysis and 
the final methods-means analysis, there are two products: 


ay ghedatvatbase of feastbile Uwhats™ tor improblemssalti on. 
ASeen cata basevof possible "hows" and vthe advantages 
and disadvantages of each. 
Deseretepyoastbil ity study. (“The discrete feastbisliity study 
is designed to occur as one step in the design and development 
sequence. In essence it is an evaluation of an approach on 
a number of carefully selected variables or constraints. As 
sugdestedsby. Jonnson and Shearon (19/0-21)=there are at.) least 
FOUR Way s= Of eGOndUGtInG the discrete: teas 1 ball 1 ty. study: con 


sultation, assessment, simulation, and demonstration. 


Pee Cledsmeunod mone thoes CUCYem The DUrpos emot stivemt ca sent airy 
StUdVve lL Se OMmGathelelhtOormat!One ine Onder to determine Unerm tS iks 
EnVOUVe CRViiat i adOptlLOnmort -anr innovation. Lo achveve "thvsapuirs 
pose, several methods (see Figure 1, page 27) may be used. 
With the exception of ''demonstrations'', any method may be 
based on either theoretical or opérationally-derived data. 

Rom thisestudy theseassessment modeso tne discrete 


study method was selected as the most appropriate for several 
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1. Had an on-going study been undertaken, it would 
have been difficult to have known when the study was completed. 

2. The feasibility assessment criteria were suitable 
foreineorporation into a study questionnat re, 

3. Completion of a questionnaire demanded the least 
amount of time from the study population. A case study or 
interview, for example, would have taken longer to complete 
and would have also resulted in more difficult data analysis. 

ini summary, the studysmethod selectedhtorathms study 
was an assessment. This was augmented by recording instances 
Of vadoptton of theynetwork-based approach Anvordensto assess 


generalizability. 


Reasihon nd icy CONS cra tls 

The fiiest. two researgn questions sloege Mo minecessl tated 
SUDGHVinNS |! On Of thes feasibility cons thalknteiacetron tne “con-— 
Geptual model into two subsets: a iqualitative subset comprised 
Ofmetreetnvenesseiand efficiency and airfeasiDilbity (subset 
CONnDRIscCUmGtethceOLganizational, vechikcatl, spol lt rca heaped. 
agogical, timeliness, and generalizability constraints. Because 
Of theistudyedelimitations (page 1e)s economic feasibility 


Was excluded from further consideration. 


ine Research Framework 


The conceptual framework for ean educational feasibility 
studvewecw reduced, on the bas lSusofmine Toreqoingeconsidematt ons, 
fo themresearch tramework reflected in figure .2. 


The study population was limited in size and consisted 
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A Research Framework for Studying the Educational 
Feasibility of the Network-Based Approach 
to Curriculum Development and 
Implementation 
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ef sO educatorss associated with network-based curriculum pro- 
ects. = slOm unes Most? part) thelicolWected di nfonmati ons wasmopeme 
ationally derived--based On? CUP renthpmoyectsr whe ich aweue 
regarded as pilot studies. 

The assessment mode of the discrete study was chosen 
as the study method because of its relative ease of implemen- 
Hot pon: Demonstrations of the network-based approach were 
idemtittedeand tabulated inorder to asisess (the igenenali2- 


ebisligtvrot mtnem approach. 


DEVEPOPMENT@® OF Al ‘SmUDY “OUESTIONNAWIRE 

A major ‘step in this study was development of a 
questionnaitre for use in assessing the educational feasibility 
of the network-based approach as specified in the research 
framework. 

Seven feasibility constraints are identified in the 
research framework: qualitative, organizational, technical, 
political, pedagogical, timeliness, and generalizability. 
Because ede fi n Pt ots of “tive se! tcorsit pall ns Sane Notes pect fitc 
enough for assessment purposes, the following literature 
review served to identify some of the criteria by which 
feasibility miraht be assessed within eachicons train teas et 
apo lces = tOminstruct bon thethes@elass hooms 

Other factors serving to constrain the design of the 
questionnaire “included uncertain ty; ethie Meeid a tHO; wellStS e'S55 
differences in perceptions (seemeraseaneh «ques tion, 3. page Teles 
and, the need to evaluate the procedure for developing network- 


based curricula (see research question 4, page 13) 
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Qualitative peas LDi bt ty 

thevqualitativesfeastbt lity sored! program creinnovat ton 
Mavyebemassessed@ in tenms of tsterfeeti venesswandret ficiency... 
Bitftectiiveness  is®determined by ®the degree to which» stated 
Objectives arewachieved? Efficiency deseribes thesdegree to 


wnteh resources haremused to™prodice asunhteor output. 


Effectiveness. Effectiveness is a measure of goal attainment. 


"A goal is a broad statement of purpose to be achieved by a 


Soclety, but to which the educational system will contribute 
byeattaining related objectives! . (Curtis 1971-339)". Goals 
describe ends or outcomes. 

Prem literatures ts nich wrth: descriiptionse on eactons 
which either increase or decrease effectiveness or goal attain- 
ment. 

Setting broad educational goals and searching for 
imbedded objectives and alternatives is enhanced by technology 
C(Knezevichi 19 /3-56)-. Though many contend that a relatively 
Unplanhedeoreunstructured curriculumeis most’ flextole in 
implementation, Knezevich would argue that planned or structured 
instruction may be expected to provide more instructional 
flexi bi | gty sand, more-.ex citing {po tints eofiedep arnture "than erelatively 
unplanned instruction. Thus students needs and interests are 
MON Gm ed Sip yowes-c, teSitalee Gi. 

Goal ssetting-and scurriculum planningeshoulidsconsiuder 
them total cunmscuhum arathey at ran taneagqhoneratlon onmerrag- 
Mentedesubjects: (Bebel ly q1968123 $F iliieramego6s : ich eDunke ly 
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thateappimop rite w0al $s) willleube PU Tsivedee sit mayveralsomreduce 
the likelihood that redundancies and overlapping goals will 
Tower thesorganizational effectiveness. Moreover, inte- 
gration serves to identify purposes for goals and objectives. 
An innovation may contribute to effectiveness by: 
1}. Facilitating development of clear statements of 
goals and objectives. 
22 Facilitating identification of objectives imbedded 
ineother objectives . 
3. Revealing purposes for objectives. 
Peeractlitating the identification of saliterma tive 
DEOvDse mms Ou ut tOns . 
Ba Integrating objectives. 
6. Minimizing the likelihood of gaps and overlapping 
objectives in the curriculum. 
these) tactors were assessed@by Items }l-15 of Pert IV 


of the study questionnaire (Appendix B). 


Er Lewencey.? Et ietemcy ae theliclasswoom Jevedeisaaffected 
by the ways and means employed in realizing the educational 
goals. 

Ways and means describe the educational processes 
whereby goals are realized (Kaufman, 1 Se72e108:)x. 

Discussions of educational ways and means focuses on 
educational ‘technology--the “appliiied sci ence gof veducation. 
Knezevich (1971:57) suggests that technology wi ll tenhiance 
teacher skills. Thi Scam toccurn in a enumbeiy) of ways. 


1. Technology should improve the transmission of 


information. 
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The idea of a teacher who conveys information 
and answers is now dying. Technology is beginning 
to perform this data function quite admirably. 
Teachers are beginning to realize that their main 
job begins after the learner has processed the inform- 
ation. That is when insights are verified, generalizations 
apemces tad se pDelLecep.tl ons ea re expanded, and knowledge 
becomes wisdom (Worth, 1972:197). 

2-5 Administrative practices and routines should be 
improved so that they consume : smahlen portion on thes teacher s 
Fotals time, “Among these are the practices of: information 
storage and retrieval, record-keeping, and student progress 
reporting. 

3. Communications among interest groups might be 
improved and should lead to a greater degree of agreement 
concerning educational goals and the ways and means of achiev- 
ing them. Included in these interest groups would be teachers, 
StuGents. parents, and administrators -: 

6h oT here is a clear need to improve educational] 
processes (Worth, 1972:211). 

5. Evaluation processes used to evaluate students 
and the curriculum should be ftmproved. Several areas can be 
fcaent tried which wowld contri butey toe this! imp novement. 

Clearly defined goals lead to easier evaluation 
because Pesseed (ffricwlity es’ experienced tinhgaimimg agwecmenit 
about evaluation criteria. Evalua ton: oughat: to, bes basedin un 
Dant wate leasit Bors the wultpuiti jot thes educatwionalesy stems 
the quality and quantity of students. Evaluation may 
also be ‘expected to improve: as the degree of uncertainty 
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uncertainty, is regarded by Thompson (1967:86) as being com- 
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posed of two dimensions: standards of desirability and beliefs 
about cause/effect knowledge. Standards of desirability may range 
SUG ee Pan eee to ambiguous while cause/effect knowledge may 
be complete or incomplete. Affixing these two dimensions to the 


axes, Of 4 matrix yields the modej shown, in Figure 3° 


Figure 3 


AeModel Reflecting Factors: of Uncertain ty 


Standards of Belltef About Cause/Efirect 
Desirability Knowledge 


Complete Incomplete 


Efficiency Instrumental 
Crys ta lluced esis esos tas 
(Certain) 


SOC olssesus 
! 


Ambiguous 


~) (Unceptain) 
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The mode] in Figure 3 serves to indicate the appropri- 
ateness of various classes of tests and evaluative instruments. 
Absolute efficiency tests can only be applied when standards 
are crystallized and cause/effect knowledge is complete. Where 
both are vague various social tests must be used. When only 
thesstencards ware crystallized the testsamust we sins tpumeniak== 
theyecdnmonty seek to determine Ifa désiredestatemhaswbcen 
reached. innovations Should aid in reducing uncertainty. 

6. Adoption of educational innovations should not 
Mecessitate that excessive amounts Of times Desde vOlLcaumto 
pre=service and in-service training (Johnson & Shearon, 1970217). 


The efficiency of an innovation is enhanced by enhanc 
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Peromoedcrenseme sk tills, Thts can pe =Drougnt about eny 

IF. Improving the transmission of information to 
students, colleagues, and parents. 

oe Improvang classroom adminiStracihve practices 
(better utilization of available equipment and personnel, more 
USenUleand easiay, Maintained student records). © At the same 
time an innovation should be understandable without extensive 
Ph=senvuce, training. 

She Improving educational processes (increased student 
PGGCHUCE IVurty.. better use of time spent in planning and prepar- 
ing instruction). 

4, Improving evaluation processes of educational 
processes and products (the curriculum and the students). 

Hhesemiactorsmwere “assessed Dy i tence itd =? a 7b aoa 
SDeeea Ul etoneepart el | and Items I) 92. 3.785580 629 810 toe sand 


Hy worePartelv ror ethe study questionnaire (Append!x 8B). 


Organizational Feasibility 

Organizational feasibility is determined in terms of 
themimeacts thewchande haswon the organi cations sHUS Salma oy 33 
20Gjmedenti Gi edmthiree areas ot potential rmpact: the need for 
reorganization in order to implement the change; resistance 
to the change; and, human resources which are inadequate by 


Viertue ‘of “quality and/or quantity . 


Neeumtarereorgqanizacivon. lt May be edit cu teat omer mim keeO lia h 
innovation or change that does not have some impact on an 
Ofdanizattons or change it inysome Way.) hoe the@extentachat 


reorganization might be unavoidable there are a number of 
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factors to consider in developing an’ acceptable changes 

A potential change should: 

veameSepatatve tne rignttul= roles: of= teachers=andsmach= 
Lec mm iiti ses eespectallyxcrhtil call imreduca ti on oO peas mNomtn 
(19'72°200)' pointed out: 


ine computer sa tireless™ "relentless, ecvanuaring 
teaciemethatlnas, Several eaventies ofeinstruct fonms tal ts 


disposal= —“sound| *sight and’ touch. litseret tocremcy 
Chakactemisti cs will put any teacher to cshame whomls 
foolmsh enough to compete. BUt™ I t™also thas thes potential 


Lomi nee asteacher from ae host of routine: directume and 
Fecorda-keeping duttes?, whi’ch~ addr little to ether the 
Leagmeng process. of the humanizing process. 


This means the human teacher will be able to concen- 
trate on truly human things. Anyone who has ever tried 
touber trulya human to 25 people for five hotirs at) a 
stretch will know how utterly exhausting that task can be. 

Z2.eracitiitate the phasing in of programs at thie 

classroom level concurrently with other programs which are 
erther pn operation oF being phased out. Students iImvolved in 
transitional programs should experience few discontinuities. 

Bye berequally errective in alll’ proghans. 

hk. Facilitate development of programs which can be 

implemented with equal success in any set of Tacilities: 


Bee bev usable DY any typical stath withouTrs tie need 


forsextensively Upgrading either, 


Resistance to change. Resistance to change is .a common occun- 
mnence in educational spheres and outside. The acceptability 
Ofmapantictlear change 1S enhanced by thesextentvomwiuciea 
number factors are adhered to. 
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involved in determining the problems to be solved and in 
devedliopin ge themsolutionsaand alternatives. 

Pamechin €1969239-5 7) snointedwoutathatwa asuecess ful 
LAMOVauLOnN Ouch tmtouserve the eselficinte restsrofathespar t- 
icipants. 

Bo pee iin’ 0196943957) ebavelockeUl373ei3—ho aman 
Kiser and Edwards (1973:241) recommended that changes should 


UwhOwws whatil, Uwhyttxand Mwhen!'eetmarpian but. that 


specify the 
ihow. sshould@bewmleftelengedlyeto  théewpartie! pamie. 

kymeRogers, (1962 °1)24-133) tdentified five character— 
FS tics of psanmunnhovation which affectahtseadopt tan: 

a.) Relative advantage--the extent to whitch ft “iis 
perceived as #being «superior towo therm talkter = 
natives. 

Ds Gompiati bislitye=the extent to whitch the approach 
is compatible with the experiences and values 
Oi athempDFrOspective adopier. 

GeenCOnplLextty=-the extent eto which eabmlinnowa ton 
iseecomplexwand adi teieuw lt to waders tande 

dae.Divitsi biel Lty-—sthe vextent gto which gant innova tion 
can be subdivded and adopted on an installment 
basis. 

e. Communicability--the extent to which an innova- 


tion cam be .eos hy, <communicatediato eo ties. 


Human resources. Many educational changes involving the use 
of systems analysis and business and industrial practicess run 


the risk of failure because of inadequate understandings of 
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these procedures. Di sogigse themseassence: of a. situdy ghy wmGout (1970)> 
On the other hand, several of the PPBS theorists stress that 
Syisst Gisgean alysis, stechni ques: have gaugreat potemtial for iIncreas- 
ingeedvcathonaleproductiviity: (Hartley. 19662915001 kine | 9705 
CUE EUS mmc ele Lonsdale 0/19) li: howe agqgart.. 197 2eels 36 
Knezevyben, eho foc fH-al /o)eo - slosoVercome, the, problemsesuncovened 
by Gott's study, new knowledge should be applied in order to 
Improve the calibre of the available human resources. 

An innovation is more likely to be organizational ly 
feasibile when: 

Pee Reorganization is not a necessary condition .o7 


adoption. 


Za we nOlesS=are Clartiried for people and machines: 

Bo recOdramssscan be wphased in with lrttlhewdisrup Gi on 
of students and’other programs. 

ise ihe inhiovat ton *is* equal lyre rec tive a ne alilea reas 
of appl ication. 

BS. Implementation of the innovation is not contingent 
UpOnespectaloataci |fties or personnel. 

G25 Adopters of the Innovation are involved sin 
determining its application. 

7. Adopters perceive a relative advantage in the 
innovation or it is perceived that self-interests are served. 


8. Choice of implementation strategies is left to 


the adopters. 


9. The innovation is: compatible with users! 


2X0 Gh 
jence, easily understood, adoptable on the installment Dilet tire 
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bhesel factors were yassessed eby Shtem (of Part Bil), 
Items 6a and 6b of Part I1!, and Items 18 - 26 of Part IV of 


the study questionnaire (Appendix B). 


Teennd cal feasibility 
Technical feasibility: The extent to-whi ch technology 


(both system and mechanical) is available to accomplish 
a condition Of oecurrence which is regarded as theoreti — 
cally eas th Vetot tbheing vaceompl lished *\(Johnsom @eShearan, 


57026) 

Technical feasibility as defined above, is determined 
on the basis of the availability of needed hardware (things) 
and software (processes). 

The technical factors were assessed by Items 27 - 29 


Of PavatenlVe ofr the as tuldyscqueis tironinial reva( Append thd eb) 


POlmetcalbekeasabt |? ty 

Lhe polktthealt feasibilityyofaa pohicy isethe 
DEODabDIid ity that it wide beasutrticwent lyeacceptabie to 
thesvanrkbous secondary edecis | on=maketrsy executors, interest 
GEOUBS,eand publies whose panticipation eoreacqukesence 
ispneeded. thateitecanegbebtrans tated inte achion SPO tiica) 
feasibility depends on the power structure of) the 
bnvelved systems, and on the ability of the policymakers 
SHdmOtethesipOlicy itself to recrult  sUpponus (Decor. 1968:35). 

Minimally, political feasibility involves meeting needs 
ofesochety th general, and students in perticulat, ineawWay that 
doesmnobmconfiict with Social Values ands nonms:. 

Edeialliliyijesas DoWitt raalelky efeds iiblemaleter native: Bo Current 
educational practice should not conly enable each) situdenitito 
establish! huss own ttirayectony talmeditat eomeridistent Mongsagange 
goalebut it should also enable fim toetravel along that 


trajectory at his own speed. The more Hoonly defined the doal, 


andathe more distant it lies tn the future, the greater the 
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NecdNlore pemod cM tra jiectoryemod! tlcations' (Tot tilere elo70-26 7) 
Worthee 1972 354)8" “Moreover, a pOnMNtveCall ys attract ivesolten- 
pative=snoulde serves al l®@ students = thes qinteds thesaverage.e and 
Mies dVeaavantaged=-especially ithe disedvantaged. There should 
bemindividual@paths* of trajectories Tormeach* student. note 1 ust 
afew paths whitch™students purstemate different rates. 

velii-Motivaticon is ve wed@highly bye a wide= sector of 
Om society andyalpolitically*® feasible educational =approacn 
should strive to develop autonomous learners (Meadows, 1968:29) 
howert hl smn i ttiberrbrought aboute sed i'sicus Sede. Wn par te by 
Wort HPeliOgi2 eG 73) 4: 


Two basic premises underiie proposals to involve the 
learner in a joint endeavor for the determination of 
objectives and the shaping of programs. One is that 
tiemilcanne rp must. be trusted as sai self-sitarting andmse. = 
moti vaceds tndtwidual. ~The second’ 1s equally=basi c-- 
respect for the learner as a person. We can ground these 
premises on more than simple faith. Trust and individual 
respect have already been identified as among the 
Strongest factors in learner motivation. [here 1s 
asoRsuppoOrt for the contention that learners whe 
Parc kci pate, wn program decisions develop a higher 
SENSemoOmecestMny GComtrol., and = perform Dettem stnamn 
average. 


Accountability may also be a key factor in reckoning 
feasibility. Leon Lessinger (1970:217) has defined account— 
a Dita ty. 


Necountaba lity ks. the product= Of say GrOCe s Simm AiLmelat > 
mostebaswmcaleve || altemeansmthateanmagent, publ iceotm prs — 
Vatcresenteringe into a contractual eagheementtompel Torn 
anserviceswitl beaheld@answerabie® for pertormungeaccond> 
ing to agreed-upon terms, within en established: time 
pertodkmandtwithea stipulatedtuselot resources “and per- 


formance standards. 


The political feasibility of an innovation is enhanced 


when: 


TY. The innovation is acceptable to those involved. 
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ne lulemn eleid’sto fills tiudentss tanidisiociety ares aretel n 
appropriate ways. 

any 6 bUdents @re ‘treated as timndini duals) tandisndi vidual 
dij rerences arey consi derediiin’p llanniinoiprogramnse 

4. Students are enabled to become autonomous learners. 

bee ecountab-laliet Vins texalide nits, 

Nighheeun etre xXicep Lions ote maccoumbebinliity, these: factors 
Welles a5 SésS5ecrbyealtemses0) —4 3250 fePanty Hiv to fertiner sii ye rae si 
tionnaire (Appendix B). 

Account abislhi tyr iseifrequently regarded with bias. For 
trate ‘reason no “sipecific quesittivons werne asked pertain ngto 
accountabiglissy.. e ini the (ot he ri ‘hanidga by waitit enidiiinigant owillies simaqer? s 
densiing titontror faccounitabil tyZeuit) ican bells ecent thats accounit— 
ae alei (ye iseenmpilclictite iin “aliniumbe rio Teq uUesitiion st vinisth es equiesttinn= 


naire. 


“prepa Feasibility 

Pedagogical feasibility describes) the extent Comwnich 
aneapproaciis educationally sound. A compretiens) yveslisting 
of factors contributing to pedagogical feasibility was devel- 
Oped by Goodlad and Klein (1970:29-32) prior to their look 
Mhehmndsthe classroom door’, ln summary, thei tactons asked: 

IMeawhate isethe classroom climates 

Mm How is the student brought into: the subject matte? 
ls the teacher the source of information? 

3. What do students study? Does it NG Gite atin eue 

hk. What use is made of materials and equipment? 


5. ls the teacher involved in the classroom SaCUMVNLeILe Se 
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6. What sorts of interactions occur? Teacher to 
chi hd? PeChitd to ’teacher? Child to cht td? 

Pe Vivace i sethetnaturerof athe schiskdiscm inae ttrny:? 

8. How much independence do children have? 

Gee wtiowe well balancedsis the curriculum? 

Or How welll, are’ the textbooks, workbooks , "and so 
forth wradontedstoethe *immed@ate si tuati one 

11. Do expectancies for achievment encompass the range 
of student differences? 

P22N9Do teachers, work independently? 

Otvher factors saliso contribute (to teducalt fomalesoundhess . 

l. Objectives of the educational program must be 
based on the needs of the students. The approach should be 
able to accommodate a variety of objective types: performance-, 
OF exper vence-besed) Tindivildual- oF gqroup-centered: =coqnitive, 
psychomotor, or affective. 

2. Students should be provided with ''advance 
Ordahizers. | GMuisubolien 1965 1i11-)e 

S-eeSetciccilon and organization Of the cumnmikcul Gnemust 
be accomplished ™®inesuch a Way as to avoid distortion ®ot the 
body of knowledge under consideration. ln other words 5 an 
approacheshould=not be so intlexiblewas tomrequlne = distorhiman 
in the body of knowledge being treated before it will function. 

TeeeThe esetecthon and organization-or the *eantent of 
the curriculum must also take into account contributions from 
the various schools of learning theory and child development. 


Moreover sw cpectialists. (counsellors, Curriculum scons Ulsta dts, 
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librarians) should be able to make meaning? Ul) cont Gib uUtianis 
fomcurmiicular decistons (Meadows, 1968:24: Connelly, 1973) - 

a=) Selection of instructional methods should be 
compatible with various learning and motivation theory 
combinations. 

6. Finally, evaluation should provide feedback data 
Foreboth the student and the teacher. For’ the student tne 
feedback data should provide a constant source of information 
eoneerning goals and progress, For, the teacher the ieedback 
should provide information pertaining to the effectiveness and 
Chirencuency Ofrstne I nsitruct honal' strategies sagt heme ficou Ui 

To be pedagogically feasibile an innovation should: 

1. Facilitate the meeting of students' needs. 

2. Give students independence. 

3. Give students direction and purpose in their 
Studies. 

Ee Be applicable to a variety of subjects. 

5 lake unto account the many ‘theories of elearning 
and child development. 

6. Provide for flexibility in choosing and applying 
ins tGectiotnal ome thods . 

7. -Provide evallation Tteedback useful “to both students 
and teachers. 

These factors Were assessed by items Ta, loncome, 
Ande sotepant t!tcand |tems 33 = 44 0f PartelVeiot thems tudy 


questionnaire (Appendix 8B). 
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Timeliness 

several of the studies already cited earlier in 
Siepecctmcemaoseosed. Teas ibDilityiwat eleastim par teesineterms 
of relevancy of the approach both now and into the foresee- 
able future. Stated another way, a change should be able 
DOmEntenmiace With known and anticipated constraints. Some sot 
Licucwmecmuekmown and likely future constraints: form.equcationa 
DRO Ghamsmearerom RP BS. Electronic Datalrpnocessinge (lUR lel tite 
long education, meeting individual's needs where they are 
anamadeveloping  tnose individuals to the limit of therm pot-— 
entiaieemeacodiad, O'Toole and Tyler (1966-14) widentitied sone 
Siescthewconscraints ion use of sEDP Ini curticulum pwtannitingeand 
implkementatvon as the ability to break the “curnmiculium into 
programmable modules. 

These factors were assessed by Items 2 - 4 of Part I! 
and Items 45 and 46 of Beige 1A of the study questionnaire 


(Appendix B). 


Generalizability 
Thesteasib) | itty of a change or Innovation is) tcons trained 


tomsomesextent uby its generalizability. *Generalizabdid@ity sot 


educational practices can be assessed along several dimen- 
sions: by levels (kindergarten, junior high, senior high). 
by subjects (art, science, mathematics aby contelve s( God mic 
tive. affective, psychomotor); and by practitioners CS kp lie da 
naive) . 

Generalizability was assessed in two ways. 


le Generallzabllity was assessed by Items 5=—ieeor 
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Pate Wie anmdenintemeieofeParnt. Illisoto thie, swtaidy. cues dlonnaisine 
(Ap pendix +B). 

25 Information pertaining’ to current applications of 
the network-based approach was collected by Part VI of the 


study questionnaire (Appendix B). 
Ociemaactoirs 


Uncertainty. Because of the uncertainty surrounding the net- 
work-based approach (one Figure 3 on page 38) efficiency tests, 
as suggested by Thompson (1967:86), were considered not on]: 
thappropmbaterbutevirtiuiaelivd impossitblesterdesigqn. Parts: 1), 
[il, and IV of the designed questionnaire ’most closely resemble 
instrumental tests. Instrumental tests serve to determine 
states that have been reached and objectives that have been 
achteved? S“Etficnency tests’ (Thempson;, 1967:36) might have 
been expected to indicate the degree to which states had been 
reached and objectives achieved. 

Beyondethebassessment .OFM@the constraints® tomreasTDimlity, 


OGhGreuntoOrmatwonswas’ Fequifedr tot compl etee this es tudys 


Demographic Data. Research question three (page13) necessitated 
collection ot data Upon whieh tO SUbdIVide -tne, DOpUulat Tone in 
order to test for differences of opinion with respect to feas- 
ibility of the network-based approach. Beyond levels of 
experience and levels of training, which were believed 

Capable of yielding differences in percept tons of vediuca tional 


feasibility, twoeother factors Weren dent nigiede thm Cie asl teva 


ature. 
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1. Chin (1969:39-57) pointed to the part new know- 
lecGemmiayce ine hniereasing the alikelitrood of innovation adop- 
tion. In this study new knowledge was believed to derive 
From in-services and from experience with the network-based 
approach. The latter gave rise to two subdivisions: adopters 
and observers; and, those who used the approach for planning 
and those who used the approach as a means for individualization 
Oeics et Ion. 

22 Roles. Different roles within a hierarchy may 
result in differences of perception. Two such roles examined 
Lf tnus study are teachers and administrators. 

The necessary data for identification of individuals 
Une tnese subdivisions were collected in Part) 1 of sthe study 
questionnaire (Appendix B) and by the initial survey used 
to identify study participants (Appendix A). 

Research question four (page 13) necessitatedscollec- 
CHOne Ole IntOrmatton. pertaining to the Utility  oretnesproce= 


dure offered as a guide to development and implementation of 


GecuUrcriculum network. This tnftormattom was colvecteds by 
[tems 1 - 3 of Part VI of the study questionnaire (Appendix B). 
SUMMARY 


Two steps of the study were completed inethis = chapter: 
A research design was developed. The research design was then 
expanded in order to: describe the sources of data upon which 
to base determination of feasibility; select a feasibility 
study method; and, develop assessment criteria for inclusion 


imethes study questionnaire. 
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Chapter 4 
Se U DY METHODOLOGY, 


Overview 

This study was designed to answer the question: 

"Can the network-based approach be used by classroom teachers 
to improve their classroom instruction?» An answe twas 
sought in the answers to four research questions. 

leaulsmat hes network-based approach to, curriculum 
development and implementation more effective and efficient 
than other alternatives known and used by teachers in 
ManvadhiG siiistruction wn their classrooms ? 

2. 4)S) the, network-based approach to, curniculum 
development and implementation feasible for use in classrooms? 

3a elissties percent (on,cot feas | bidity oan Punetlonmot: 
experience with the network-based approach; the hierarchical 
raniknie Loaby. Ene respondents; of, other Vvarelabiles? 

He tswithe procedures wht ch was Of ened Tor use mby 
teachers engaged in developing and implementing network- 
based curctcula useful in its present form? 

Answers to these research questions were derived from 
AOilLeqtedmdatanpe ita imi nidy to mthe teas (big i LyecmiLCetuag i dent — 
iil eceinechapteress. palhe, Source Ofe datas was iteachels  agnine 
iStimditors sand othen educators. Whos hadrexpe Gilenice Wwitn ones 
more of several network-based curriculm development and 


implementation projects. 
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mhe™sources of data =forethiswstudy wenpesediticators 
who have been involved in network-based curriculum 
development and implementation projects at the elementary, 
Secondary, specials and*®post=secondary VevelstoF 
educations in= the Edmontontarea. ) Seventy three! (7s) aqles- 
tionnaires (Appendix A) were sent to potential participants 
Diedtneasayh. Potential participants were=thosemwho could 
have had involvement with the network-based approach. Laem c= 
fTrearron or participants took place by asking those known 
to be involved in network-based projects to name others who were 
involved. Forty six (46) responses were received. Of these 
five were returned by people who were involved in projects 
bUtEchoOSemnot to participate. An addithonall ssistecn alc, 
participants were identified after the tinitial survey thereby 
Srovidingmampotentialestudy populationsoy fil ttyese ven 5 7) 
enuicators . 

Fifty (50) people completed and returned their ques- 
tionnaictes--a. return, of 67.7 percent, JOf thes remalningeseven, 
toe cechler pad wet tetheapcovinces §OUrs fe) tethel ee pen iences 
provided an inadequate base for judging the approach, and 


one returned the questionnaire after the data had been analyzed. 
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study Population Subdivisions 


Bor=pdrposes off amswering®the third research question, 
Ene study population was initially subdivided into two major 
groups: those who adopted the network-based approach and those 


who observed the use of the network-based approach, 


APoOplews. sAdopters were further divided into teachers and 
teacher-administrators. Teacher-administrators are commonly 
encountered at the elementary level. The adopter dtoup was 


further partitioned on the basis of the use made of networks: 
some used networks as a means of developing individualized 
programs, others used them as the basis for planning more 
CONVERS LOnal guns truct ion. 
Observers. Observers were divided into two groups; adminis- 
teatorg assistant principals, principals, and) Gentral On fice 
avd Department of Education personnel) and others (teachers, 
DebieetmhomsmecouUnsel!ors , anid Specials tse 

mats subdivision, together with the numbereot ypart— 


hoUpantcminieach group. is shown in Figures4. 


DATA GCOLLEGT PON INSTRUMENT WAND 
[IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES 


Four kinds of data were required in order to answer 
fremrouraresearch questions: yiddia) Pebtagiin tO nem el ne Co 
tiveness and efficiency of the network-based approach; data 
Bertaining, to, the, feasibillty of the approach: data upon 
which to test for differences of perception among subgroups; 
and =sdatappertalning, top the, otility ofetite proced uy es ser Ome 
mended for use in developing and implementing a network- 


based curriculum. 
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Figure 4 


The Subdivision and Distribution of the 
Study Population 
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VeESGrPptlLoneor- tne Quest ronnatilre 


The questionnaire (Appendix B) was designed in six 
Oey ES ¢ 


Pattminwheart I was designed to collect the, demographic 

data (as specified on pages 49 to 50) necessary to permit com- 
parisons of feasibility perceptions among subgroups. Subgroups 
were initially formed on the basis of: . the nature of involve- 
ment with the network-based approach (adopters, observers); 

use made of the networks (guide to planning, individualization); 


SOE rarcmical rane (teachers madam tniystta tors ia 


| a. On 7 7 hf 
#70 oh baagtent «lw. (3 «badger ar egubl secede sat Sh 


“00a streets vr tir? ia te at 


jbo wibae nie a 


Bi. 


Pre cat ae line Ratt. (1 Contains: sques tions related) toetne 
timebiness and generalizability of the approach® Since these 


aspects had not been tested in practice they necessitated a 
theoretically derived response. The chotce of item responses 
FangedetrTem. clearly iIntertors through “somewhat Inferior. , 
Puneet rarn. = somewhat supermlore, tow clearly superior. For 
those whose experiences with the network-based approach were 
limited, an ''unable to answer'' response was provided. 
Late enite Teri Leia woon which tie satest onsen 
Partmilibiwere based is discussed jin Chapter ss. Claims 

that the network-based approach met some of these criteria 
was documented earlier (Hathaway, 1971:1-2). Parc iil Swas 


designed to determine the extent to which respondents agreed 


with those claims. The choice of item responses ranged from 
—Strondby disagree’ through ‘'disagree”, Vuncertain'’ “agree; 
COmestnongly ecree .. Assim Partlll., ang “undh lex toganswer™ 


response was provided. 

Bar tal Ns LERenise alee 135 Sy sOee andi o. —=9h/ eo Weary 

were designed to determine the effectiveness and efficiency 
Ommthewnetwork based approach. The sources tof these questions 
are discussed on pages 36 to 39. Items 4, 7, 8, and 18 to 46 
Sougitatomdeternmine the teas ibadt ty Of fthe gape nOdch EniiS 
sources of these quesions are discussed on pages 39 to 49. 
Response choices in Part LV were the samevas those in arty his 
Poti Meenas pdiel Or othe questionnaire was included 


so that respondents could provide additional information about 


thepruinstonts.. observations, and deneraliimpress | onsmogetie 


network-based approach. All of these comments are included 
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Ph Appenact™ -C. 
pape WemeciatVil Of the questionnal re was. desioned 
COmCOINeCct imhormakion: Tors twoupurposess to evaluate the 
procedure for developing network-based projects; and, to obtain 
information describing the degree of generalization which has 
occurred in the operational projects. 

The composition of the questionnaire is described in 


ie patewe te. 


Reliability and Validity of the Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was designed specifically for this 
Stucvemalnoughadaesi red) Levels of reltabituty candevalidity, for 
the questionnaire were not specified in advance of question- 
naire design, some specific steps were taken to avoid obtain- 
ENC bOWssLe vel Ss: Off red labl lity wand Vallisdi tye 
Reubabmlety likes steps tMovlmprovihge test. reuhabie ity. 
discussed by Kerlinger (1964-442). were tolhowed in) so far 
ASMePOSSiD le. 

Le AmMbiaihty in stheequestionhnalre woems was reduced 
byeasubmrteeing the questionnaire to teachers ‘for appraisal, 
Clatlgicatton ot terms .. anid Pt ur oes fOGERMOG@iia canton se 

2. Reliability was increased by lengthening the ques- 
ELonmatheswhere possible tn order to increase, the number of 
items pertaining to each subtest. 

sag instructions. fom completing the quesijtonnalre 
were simplified. 

An analysis of the test revealed a reliability index 


Of10293 based on the Kuder=Richardson’ 20 tormudan VApreldabins 


ity index of 0.93 means that 86 percent of the total test 
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Table 1 


Distribution of the Test "(tems Within the 
studye Ques tionnaire 
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Variance fs accounted for by the. test-rl4upercentibeing attri- 
DttedmatLomothere fact oss 

Vale ditty aulelidity, accordingatoskerlinger (1964442) tmay 
benpatemtleonedn into four tyoes. “piredietive, concumrent, 


construct. “and content. 
Concurrent and predictive validity attempt to deter- 


mime connelates? of the tiesit aniitth Grespect ‘to ytime-=now (Cin 


ecmpar esoTemto fotherdthestts jr tandsi ni tthe future O(by comparing 


predicted results with actual). These validity components were 
not treated imisthiis af eas ibility study tbecause® to- dots o would 
require: 


y:,  -Conemerliat.t on: of) sthie: iree’saritsd off tthie® sthudysq dest tion - 
Ware awltt et hieser estulits: of other cinsttruments: ‘(Cconeur rent a7ail- 
ical ctey Jia: 

Ziae Gompant soni to fadieasttbi ti ty tpredic titonsetder 1 ved 
PLone tiests.t Ud Vaaw.ibehs tihterrac tila lacresults of Fone tors nere imple= 
mentation attempts (predictive validity). 

Cons taguicete ewe) ld his iwieisy an Ol ecion'Sieder ed" Baga ruieia| Ve ha cic 5 
Since gattemmts, were tot Made ito explain the variance of test 
scores. iContent validity was treated as relevant because “it is 
Gon Gene dumiath basking questions which ne pepwesien tatinv.es ow sthe 
ConceitbeO tal naebesitte uA fitthetactor,. faces validity was sa ls Omon 
concern in as much as questionnaires shoula appear to be probing 
Whabetheveclatn to probe. Had tne questionnaire appeared to 
be an evaluation of the study participants, for example, the 
results may have been distorted. 

For this questionnalre, 7 content validity was attended 


to by developing questionnaire items specifically designed 
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Fee provewcr teria pertainrng to each of the feasibility 
Conatpoitsemehace= Validitye was. established by fi fst esubm i t= 
Cingeine questionnaire tokansanalysis byra subgroup of the 
Study pooukhation. 

Study) Bias: 

Two types of bias were encountered in this study: 
Diraseimeroduceduby the designer of the situdw and sbi-as 1ntro- 
duced by the respondents to the study questionnaire. 

Er ROrtsi to reduces designer bias wuncmdad: 

l1. Adhering to the literature review as the basis 
foradet encom oT factors constraining, feasioiality. 

2. Adhering to the literature review as the basis 
folresettingsthe criteria bytiwhich ithe) cons trainina factors 
were assessed. 

Respondent bias may result from.two factors: 

1. The Hawthorne effect. 

2. Respondents were asked to judge an approach they 
had already adopted. Cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1964: 
Bigijecould tave peen a tacta.jr. 

No specific steps were taken to avoid these two forms 
ofprespondent bias.  Consquently, results) of the=study must 


be treated cautiously. 


DATA ‘ANALYSIS PLAN 


Analysis Plan Summary 
The data analysis plan employed in this study is 


summarized in flowchart form in Figure 5. Each function on 


the flow chart {s numbered with the numbers serving as a key 
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Findings of 
Feasibili 


Develop 
ee OMCs ONss 
inh evi fiiaeuy 
Recommend. 


Discuss 
Alternative 


tomthe: fo Bhow ing dis'cus's*Pon. 

Diseus Son tor ithe Ana ly sits P lain 

Rune oronmeres seach questionnatre was “checked for "am=- 

biguous responses or responses that were omitted without 
exevanatton. YUnexplained*tomissions™ (parttcularily im Part 1) 
wereceto\owedsupe by Thterview or telephone. As a result of 
this step no questionnaires were rejected--none was excluded 


from analysis. 
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RuniGtakon)22i.e0 “he Responses? torelatemspalany iPamts: wile, wilt, onde IV 
were weighted. Parts II and IV were weighted as follows: 

Clearly inferior ] 

Somewhat inferior 2 

Uncertain 3 

Somewhat superior 4 

Clearly’ superior 5 

Unable to answer not tabulated 

Part {Il of the questionnaire was weighted as follows: 

Strongly disagree ] 

Disagree 2 

Uncertain 3 

Agree a 

Strongly agree § 

Unable to answer not tabulated 


"Unable to answer'' responses were excluded from 
aha ky uc beca lculhationswe sche ydechstoniiwas dmadeigs Ongthalt fa 
More precise assessment of feasibility on unfeasi bigliitymcould 
be obtained. For example: linegcecase where 202 ores 0erecpon- 


dents felt capable of expressing an opinion, 10 may have 
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taken a clear position and 10 may have been uncertain. 
Onmeuties (Diastinste of ithe “ana lys i's tit coulidiibe: said! *that 50 ¢per— 
cent of those who felt knowledgeable held a clear view 


Gather stivam saying ‘that? 25 "perneent for “the Sotalltstudy tqroup 


heldwateleanevien. Moreover, siticouldralisogbestsatda’ thate50 
percent of the population lacked sufficient information to 


formulate an opinion. 


Function 3. Respondents were encouraged to justify their 
extreme Viewpoints, Al?l of these justifications were 
cOilectcdsandmare ineltided= in@ Appendixes CC) Parts 4) and: Vi 


Wweresteadied for™subsequent Sorting and ahalysis. 

Pineal omer == bheewenghted responses from parts lf. (Mi, eand 
were transferred to computer cards and the required computer 
programs speci filedin “order to “compute item, “subtest, and test 


mean scores together with an analysis of variance among sub- 


groups. 

Bunction 5. ““Matertal from Function 3 was "sorted “into three 
Capeqoriesw=s Part "I'"reactions to questions containedein Pants 
Rive eiticives os lV Sear dd? Parrete Vil. 

Function 6. Data contained in the first questionnaire (appen- 
dix Ayerand Part | of ‘the study questionnaire were wused te 


Giassuity tie respondents ihto the subgroups specif Ted™ in 
Puiretiton: 4. 

Punctitont ja. lhe mean. score tor @ach Item int the errective= 
ness and efficiency subtests was calculated. As noted in 
Function 2, responses of "Unable to answer'' were excluded 
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BUNCHLONMO mE LbG@umean score for each item ine the feasibility 
subtests was calculated. These subtests focused on the 
OEdameZzatLonales technicale political =snedagog) cal. time- 
Rimes Swecatdegenetahizab Mhutyve const haunts. Outed ShDMuit ew AS 


netedsinghunct lon «2,-responsesiof) unable tosanswen! were 
excucedmergoOmecatlculatilons,of theymean, seore.. 
BUDCtNONeoa8 Mean scores forethesresfecti venesseand vehi lichen cy 
Subkestsswere calculated: .The. meaniscores, for each subtest 
tree also calculated for each respondent and used in testing 
forwsiognificant. differences in giFunct ion, Lae 
FUNGELON sles Ay mean, score for each ofthe: teas Pbhislityesub— 
tests was calculated. Mean scores for the feasibility sub- 
tests were also calculated for each respondent and used in 
testing OfesiGnil cant ditterenced: jsp Function ue . 
Function Jl. Data pertaining to, the degree of generalization 
attained by the network-based approach was sorted from data 
pDertalnitgse to, the uti lity, of, the) proceduresfor developing 
network-based curricula. 
Function 12. Generalizability data were tabulated by educa- 
tional level of use and by subject (for example: elementary, 
athens enw or. ti gh... techn cad ).. 
PUNeCGlOnE Is ee lhe Méanescopeswas calculatedetorm thege¢ tect ve- 
ness and efficiency test (combined subtests). 
Funetionel4e. Using) individual Subtesttescoresnfrom@tunets ons 
GeandiiUethesdataawerelanalyzéderou Signiticanteditierences 
of opinion among the following groups: 

-adopters, observers. 


-teachers, teacher-administrators, administrators, 
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others’. 
=tnose. who Nisted) the approaeh worm planning. thas ew ho 
Usedethe fapp roach Bian tmidiweleduia la. zapwico ne 
A multiple discriminant analysis (Appendix D) was used 
to cluster respondents on the basis of commonalities in their 
Par tenmvesOoTeresponses to the study questionnaires “The multiple 
discriminant analysis suggested the following subgroups which 
Wercomalsomanalyzedeter significant #diififerencestotnopinion: 
Sacademic «trainings ‘industrial Avocet onalmtre ining; 
=e guile sediuiea tio'ms!,) Iremédiia |! redinea tomsi.e extvennia 1s. 
-academic/regulars, academic/remedials, technical/ 
remedials, externals. 
itucalnn. ing O@fholuin ie ansy tor aless.. more thang foun years). 
-perceptions of self-interest and relative advantage 
(low, medium, high) based on the average score, 
fOmeriena ll, @haniel heard yslithemm es > ere aie te iV 


Thesfollowinge ts @andeseriptiionsof weach subgroup: 


Adopters. Adopters are teachers who used a curriculum 
network. 
Observers. ObseFversiare teachers, and adhinistrators 


who had observed on-going network-based projects. 


Teachers. Teachers are. these.who_are involved, in 

Cilassttoom activities: ond aaiftulletime, bass. 
Teacher=administretors:. Teacher-admintstrators are 
Pere SMe ee OM UL ak ek 


those who teach part-time and serve aS a principal or 
Assistant: principal for the:ynemainder of; the eats 
Adminis tratons). «Administ patonsapanclude fuli st hme 


principals® and assistant principals as well as Central 
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Office and Department of Education personnel. 


Others. Others inelude teachers (net "tnvolved in 
metwork projects) ye librarians; counselors, and specralas ts. 
Veanming. *oPlanning =tnehudes “all teachers who use “the 


networks as a base for planning and organizing conventional 
PSit BUCH ON’. 

Individualizing. Included are those teachers who use 
networks as a means of individualizing instruction. 


Neademics. Academics includes educators Whose under= 


graduate and graduate training was in any field except 
Ppdus trial Sares and=vocational education: 

heachintiicalks:. ~ Thiisesgquzoup Ditnielautde si redifeadto ms" whose 
uUndeqgoradiiate jor sdrmaduatelbratiming was Urn wintitindustrival arts 
or vocational education. 

Regulars. Regulars are those educators primarily 
involved in regular educational programs. 

Remedials. Remedials are those educators primarily 
involved in remedial and special education. 

Externals..°  Externals- tare’ those! educators’ whov occupy 
DOS ts On se lnecent rae Ormuce,) they Department ore tdtcamion ; 

Of stibel University: 

Academic/Regulars. Included are those educators who 
arerpacademicadly trained and: tavolved’ tin*remedial®and special 
education programs. 

Technical/Remedials. This group includes those who 
have industrial/vocational teacher training and are involved 


in remedial and special education programs. 


Training: fhOUrRYSarSBOn Leos Included are those 
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Cedtestorsswio faves Tour*years, or ®less,@of teacher training. 
Training: more than four years. Included are these 


who’have training beyond four years. 


Low Advantage. Included are those educators whose 
average scores fOr i temss 14 Party! land 19. Part. IV was less 
Ata ine 350-0. 

Medium Advantage. Included are those whose average 
Seoresr oy ietems= 1%, Parte i! andhd98.!) Patr tee Vemandeded rome sO 
POG! 9. 

High Advantage. Included are those whose average 
SeQueceior ncems sly Rart@it wand 19%. Parte lVavasms OfonehiGnenrs 

Significant differences between subgroup pairs were 
determined by a t-test. When three or more groups were 


Lmveived an F-test=was used to detect a significant difter- 
ence and the Scheffé Multiple Comparison of Means test was 
Usedeto determine the direction of the ditterence. 

Though non-parametric procedures would have been 
HuSbin bec Livethisestucy because of the Tmposstpll tyson 
Meeting uthes constraints Of normal (ty .and Ihomogenerty.or 
Vaftance cited by Kerlinger (1964:257-260), ‘the analysis 
Gigvartanece procedunes were chosen because they ane 
relatively unaffected by non-normality and heterogenous 
Vauuence: (Ferguson) 1971 s15/> Glass, Peckhamveoandens .elgy24 
Po /-2oe) and ane readily avaliable, Lt must aiso be moted 
Cities DURDOSe of —Che tests. Wass rOMUe tenn Tema cn Ghewm erie 
Grosse differences. in perceptions among subg roups-——to. find 
polarization of views rather than minor divergences. Another 


alternative would have been to use graphs, noting both 
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congruency of patterns and differences of level. 
Poiemtivest=tesitSand Ofiaitesttrta aleve? io fesiignittikcance, of 

0:05 was chosen. Because the Scheffé test is a conservative 

Gesteruswas used Wat the “O51 "level ‘of sitignifticamee (henguson, 

Loiie2 le Bkerlitnger, 196478199)" 

Fonet ron 15. "The mean “score was "calculated efor the *feas [bility 

testercombined’ feasibrirtyesubtes ts). 

Functrons 16.° Thelitems*of Part VI which evaluated the pro- 


cedure for applying the network-based approach were tabulated. 


PUMCoLOMMsspemniue Tindi ngs. of veftiectiivenes scondee ft ter ency 
were summarized in preparation for answering the first research 
Ue St Ome 
BUMeCtuOMmel Ouse Tiectindings.of ditfierences, in perception were 
Summarized in preparation for answering the third research 
question. 
Punctbon 9... the Windings of feasibility were’ summarized in 
preparation for answering the second research question. 
Bunecthon, 20. he .evaluattons of jthe procedure forsanply ina 
the network-based approach were summarized in preparation 
for answering the fourth research question. 
PUnGiCOWaciame Data pertatning to the four wrescarcheques toms 
were integrated in preparation for answering the study 
problem. 
Bunecition 22. vudgementsawermesmade about aspects of the net= 
work-based approach by applying the following test to the 
SUDtES:E scores... 

Feasible Merge SCOP GC mu Wes 

Marginal Méan  ScOne 0) > ez. San G> pxeeon 5 


Unfeasible Mean osicoter ——) 255 
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Punch oOncsca mune Signiticance sof the feasible dimensions of 
the approach was assessed and implications considered. 
Runetion 24. The signi fiitrcances of the unfeasible dimensions 
of the approach was assessed and the implications considered. 
Function 25. A decision was made regarding recommendations 
for further development of the network-based approach. Paiiec 
Gf =the deers jonswashmadesby- apply ingpthe followings tes ta to 


LieatoOtoaintesit. means scores 


Feasible Mean iscorne § e935 
Marginal Meare "sicore? (a2). Sean’ << T3n%5 
Unfeasible Mean fsico ne >We 62°45 


The remainder of the decision was made in light of the 


strengths and weaknesses discernible from Function 22. 


Function 26. The potential for further development was ex- 
Dloredmtogether with the problems and pitfalis of further 


development. 


Function 27. Alternatives to the weak and unfeasible aspects 


of the approach were explored. 


Einctulonmzo. One the basis sof the date “analysisein Giapter 5 
conclusions to the study were summarized and are presented 


ineconapter 6. 
SUMMARY 


[n this chapter three dimensions of the study have been 
Giuscusseus sthe astuay DODUlaLtOn; the Study ns trument .sandatnc 
datasanalysis plan. The analysis of the data is discussed 


in the next chapter. 


ae 2 —_— 
. 


. i deal + ee 
; fost iat . ati nrg Te 
(nied) «uh ein PERL Tam ate pee var 


a 
i rm Ort een ‘aN ' OMI 


} 7 AV: Awa beeae YA Caan ii, * 


sith ees ! 
(at ste es ac Poe: watelaeb sas 


vensi® Gage fave tag nits 


poe? ot. od se a utdisast qote” 

: e ace 2 ee i. bent pie 7 , FY 
one eee <n eae si dl beatad’ 7 
fs 114 ‘> st cige® ate be sebriteay 
aT £4 ared's ate 44 mG kA Srere Feeesveeee yma afte! 


7 ony 


. 
! a As rth @s i ae | 7) Tan. 
a ©) ae 
wpinans ‘Utale-ld Rae ory *Y yt -wer oe 


ag Va. Os ’ one | Tinmaue +o ine ya whdah 


Chapter 5 


FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS 


Overview 

Four research questions were used as stepping stones 
in answering the problem addressed by this study. As dis- 
cussed in Chapter 3, data were collected from a study pop- 
ulation composed of 34 educators who have adopted the network- 
based approach and 16 educators who observed adoption and use 
of the approach. In@thi ss chaptersthe findings: are: presented: 
discussed, and conclusions drawn for each of the four research 


questions. 


The data upon which all subsequent discussion is 
based are contained in Appendices B and C. Appendix B contains 


the study questionnaire, the item mean scores, and the response 


Datuernhs for each item. “Appendix € conteins all iof the part- 
WOUpailes sCOMmments. Of fered. ih response to. [temelSae Ranta dowel ten 
Semeat tele ttenm 4/. Part Ives and Part Vv ot the questionnaires 


Tabulation of the questionnaire responses (Appendix B) 
from those who felt capable of expressing an opinion indicates 
fiat oOepercent .Orethe responses fell into the unfeasible 
Panges(leto 2) while /6.57 percent Tell into the feasible 
range (4 to 5). Uncertainty (3) was expressed in 20.54 
percent of the responses (Table 0m oo Ont e hb s.ns 60 tiotsemanuas 


lysis it can be seen that low scores may be more indicative 


of uncertainty than perceived unfeasibility. 
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Response Partaueart rare.  oum. OF Percent Percent 
Weight | | Erle Iv Responses of OF 
Analyzed Total 


Responses Responses 


| 0 13 14 0.40 0.35 
2 10 275P ass 87 2.49 7G 
3 133 (lets dilehy 719 20.54 fos 20 
4 2As5ie 2 7.8 8927 1444 41.26 36.56 
° 200 =233 «©803 = 1236 5a 31.29 
Total Analy- 589 637 2274 3500 100.00 88.60 
zed Responses 
Unable to ix Gey 27S 450 AsO 
Answer 
Total 700 700 2550 3950 100.00 


Responses 
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The first research question asked: ''Is the network- 
based approach to curriculum development and implementation 
nMoreserrechiverand efficient chan ether altermat tvesakmown 


and used by teachers in managing instruction in their classrooms?" 


Findings 


Effectiveness and efficiency were assessed by separ- 


acer subDuesits and then combined tordelmive an overall loettective- 
ness and efficiency score. These scores are presented in 
Table 3. ' Table 4 identifies comments’ contained in Appendix 


C which pertain to effectiveness and efficiency. 
Discussion 


Effectiveness. Based on questionnaire items defined as rep- 
resentative of effectiveness and on an average score of 

fee jestucyepartLotpants appear to be of “the opinion that \the 
network-based approach is more effective than other alterna- 
tives known to them. Highest scores were associated with items 
pertaining to the capability of the network-based approach Tor: 
developingsaclear statements of goals and objectives:  elimnn- 
Ptimderedundancies, tn the curbpiculum; and, integrat iimtgucu ie 


PLC umetragments into aaswhole. 


biiicrencvye: Based On ‘items defined! a5 representative of 
efficiency and on an average score of He Oy ss tudyenanrte 
icipants appear to be of the opinion that the network-based 
approach tisemore efficient. than) other alternatives sknown sre 


them Scoring highest were those items pertaining to: more 
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Table 3 


Mean Scores “for Effectiveness and 
Efficiency Subtests 


Mean Stand 

Test Score Dev. 
ETTectiveness Les 0.53 
Efficiency Le Oy, 0.46 
Combined Le 0.43 


Wes 


Table 4 


Identification of Comments Contained 
ineAppendix C Which Pertatn ito 
Efiectiveness and Evirirctency 


Effectiveness Ef fc Lency: 
Con | Pro Con | Pro 
Sore dale TAB Re elec oye ey, 


Tie ris eve 


Toe 0) eo ae 
bueiiontt 


T- Teacher 
CO=eGentenral Office Adminkstrator 
C= Couns & lel or 
VPSeVieeabrrncipal 
PR-wUmuVverStty Pi rores sor 


Aad 
o= raat 
teaccarga’ 


Cit mevent=uses of resources Such as equipment, materials, and 
suppliess® better student’ reeords: relatively low amounts of 
Me cer ces required to’ introduce teachers toe tne approach 
anvdtethemabitity’ to pinpoint=curriculbartareas requiring revi— 
Ston. Study Darticipants@weresless* certain’ that: “students 
were more productive in network-based programs; there was a 
Bedlet#oOm At the amount of “time spent in storing the nretriev- 
iLomsvucentnecords, instruct ironeal@matertials «sand converse iva 


more time was available to spend with students. 


Conclusions 

The mean scores for effectiveness (4.37) and effic- 
feneyetin07)*tallewilthinethe* range of83"5 fo SU0Restabri sched 
asmanmweneteation of feasibility ~(sée°Fdnétion 225 "page #67) ; 
Enpeadcditiom= the ratio "of ‘positive comments to”™ negative comments 
(Table 4, page 73) appears to correlate with these indications 
Ofefeastbi viity. 

On thetbasis 6F ithe findtags it can be conetluced= that 
the study population perceived the network-based approach to 
curriculum development and implementation to be more effective 


Shame eiorentethnan other alternatives knowns to -tiren. 


PE Ase oar Leer 
Thessecond Feseareh question askedy) “1s™theanetwork= 
based@approach to clrriculum development and” imptementatron 


feasible for usew=in classrooms? 


Findings 
Feasibility was assessed by six subtests of the study 


Guestiontaupe. Fach subtestewas= composed of items defined as 
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Gepmesentaclvesot one of the constraints to feasibility: 
Seance thonals technical; political, vedagogical . time li = 
fesceanergeneralizability, Vtihe scores tor each of sthess uD 
fesitomcogether with the score forthe: total test Ceompined. sup- 
tests )l are presented inulable.5. Table 6 identi files comments 
contatinmedeingAppendix C which pertain to the teas (bility 


COs twa une Sh. 


Organizational constraints. The average score for the organ- 
izational subtest was 4.00. Among the questionnaire items 
Wivbevescored Highest were those suggesting thats) distinct 


advantages were offered to both students and teachers; the 
network-based approach may be easily applied in a variety of 
organizational settings:-and, it involves teachers in all 
Steges.of curricubum- development, that is: identifying the 
problems. setting objectives, creating alternatives ,;yselect— 
ing best alternatives, implementation, and evaluation. The 
study population expressed more uncertainty in their responses 
to items pertaining tos role .clarifteat ton, need for. peorgean-. 
izatvonew and, flexibility in determining now objectives faire 


to be achieved. 


hecnmicalmeconstraints,. whe mean score for they technical. s wh 
LestmWwasi 5.160) on a scale of I* to.5. )WOnilyezo menbers=onethems tudy 
popivations (50 percent) responded to vitems. ine tie Lecnni cal 


subtest--the remainder were unable to answer. 


PALiticatmconstraints. che: mean score: Tor the polit tica ls ube 


pesuuwas ueso--the highest Score, (n the Peas ibiiityeser. 
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Mean Scores 


Subtest 


Organizational 
Technical 

Polwtt cal 
Pedagogical 
Timeliness 
Generalizability 


Combined test 


OT 


Mean 
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Pedagogical constraints. The mean score for the pedagogical 
subtest was 4.11. The highest scoring items pertained to such 
factors as the capability of the network-based approach to: 
provide students with an overview of a course; facilitate 
Srudent™ evaluations on the™basis "of their performance. and, 
acer both individualized and group-centered objectives, 
More uncertainty was apparent in responses to items which per- 
Faimed to; student self-images; the ability of the network— 
based approach to integrate contributions from a number of 
Specialists intae the. curkiculume land, GenhanceUgiosignts inte 


student behaviors which should be evaluated. 


himebimness.e— Only—58 percent-of -the study populat tion= responded 
to the timeliness subtest. The average of these responses was 
#106. The greatest~-degree of uncertainty pertained to those 


frenseconcerned with PPBES and Electronic Data Processing. 


Generalizability. The mean score for the generalizability sub- 
testmwasm4alo; tata collected in Parte Vilcofi theses cudysques- 
tionnaire describes the extent to which the network-based 
goproach has been put tnto practice by the study participants. 


Table, presents a summary ot "the collected data. 


Des CUS'S On 

Feasibility was assessed on the Basis sot ss ix =suUpD teats. 
Ofethese subtests, the responses to the technical=ana ta me= 
Wine@ses @SuUDteSsts are Of particular interest. 

The technical and timeliness subtests contained items 
to which 42 percent of the study population felt they could 


not respond. Most of the respondents who offered a reason for 
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Distribution of Network-based Curriculum 
Participants by Subject Area and 


Academic Level of 


Academic 
Level 
subject 


Language Arts 


Bine fARts 


: : | 
BUSIMESS ISChUCEee I Ol 


leven...) High @ High 


Involvement 


| | | | 
Junior Senior | | 
‘Sp. Edst Untive. lodwesl 


Mathematics 
Enystcal Education | 
Second Languages | 
social Seiences | 
Home Economics 
hechnical Education 


eoaustrial Arts | 


Options 1 


rota | 
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l | 1 | 3 5 

peer ae 

| 2 | 6 13 5 48 
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adie uablestomAnswer' presponsecindicated that .itawasedue to 
a lack of information or experience. PPBES and Electronic 
Batagkrocessingrweresfrequenthy eltedeaséspeci ficeconeepts 


about which information was lacking. 


Come} us ions 

With one exception the mean Score for each of the 
fessupiamty subtests fell within the fange of 3. 5 toms a0 
establashedeas an indicationyofPfeasibil ity y(seemrunet! onmz25 
page 67). The exception was the mean score for the technical 
subtest (3.16) which placed it in the marginal category. 
Ltesecombined feasibilityssubtestsayieldédeasmean|scorecoft 
BeodewWhich again falls within the specified limits of 
Feas toi lityaoealhesanadyzédedatasalso’ reveaded -14 instances 
where the network-based approach has been put into practice 
by members of the study population. 

Gnhathesstrengtheof «thesfindingsepertainiqwg eco 
Beas wowlityekticanabesconcluded that .thelstudy participants 


perceived the network-based approach to be more feasible for 


Hsevinwiclassrooms than other alternatives *known.to then. 


DIPPERENCES JNSPEIRCE PON 
The third research question asked: © ls) thespencepticn 
Girmtedstbitity a function of:  experienceswithwtnesnetworKk- 
based approach; the hierarchical rank held by the respondent; 
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SuDCTOUpSm identified in Function 14 of the Analysts Plan 

(pages 63 to 67) were made using either a t-test for two sub- 
GEOUpSssOreanhatest followed by @ Scheffe Mulitiple Comparison 
efenweans test for three or more groups. The t-test or Frubest 
served to establish the level of significance of the differences 
andthe schetfe Multiple Comparison of Means test served to 


determine the direction of the differences. 


Deodvecnoups. 45° Terlected™ in Tables oto ism tie tony —s 1am a — 
icant ditference of opinion among the subgroups identified in 
Figure 4 (page 54) and on the basis of the collected demo- 
GrapWtcedata emerged as a result of differences ins teaching 
experience. 

To examine the effects of differences in teaching 
experience the study population was divided into three nearly 
equally sized groups: those with seven or less years of exper- 
ience those with eight to eleven years of experience, and 
those with twelve or more years of experience. The average 
level of experience in the study population was 10.7 years. 
Rsmcehiected tnelable 13, Significant differences m@inaperceyp— 
tions were found with respect to the efficiency, organizational 
SivGsstame lines Saucon Stina liltse1Ot it eCas bil) iby. 

The Scheffe test (Table 14) indicates that ‘the High 
EXDen lence «group scored significantly Nighem than gotne nSoaun 
PEGE DL ons Of Teasibrlity. 

The Scheffe test (Table 15) indicates that the High 
Experience group perceived the network-based approach to be 


less constrained organizationally (more organizationally 


Feaerpie)) than sthe Low Experiences group. 
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Tables 


A Comparison’ of Pereeptions of Feasibi lity 
Between Adopters sand) YObservers. 


Adopters Observers Average 

N = 34 N = 16 N = 50 
Sues. t X X X 
Effectiveness 434 4.46 4.38 
Siirelemcy 4.03 4.15 4.07 
Organizational 4.00 4.00 4.00 
Technical Sealy) Sel 3.16 
Polhist ical 4.32 He 3 OV eoeNS) 
Pedagogical Line 4.09 re 
Timeliness Bhs oie 4.18 4.06 
Generalizabi lity Lali) Las LG 


Depterencesware not Sidmificant at the 
0.05 level as determined by a t-test. 


Adopters- those who have adopted the network-based 
approach, 


Observers- those who have observed adoption, 
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Table 9 


A Comparison of Perceptions of Feasibility Among 


'Teachers', NWeacher—aAdiminnt std atoms |. 
VACministrators’ sand ‘Others! 


Teachers Teach-Admin Admin Others Average 
sup vest eae ee 
Effectiveness se 4 40 4S] 4 40 4.38 
Bie ren cy ie Oe] Boy 4.20 ne S07. 
Organizational 4 .O4 3.62 4.08 394 4.00 
Technical Sha cay et ss Zo Bee oie sya NS 
Political 4 33 4.25 4.68 AW 4,39 
Pedagogical ae 4.09 hod 4.02 Lea 
Timeliness 4.02 235 4 kg 205 4.06 
Generalizability es 3.94 Le 10 eG bee6 


DittTerences are not*signiticant= et the 
CEU mene leas determined: bY ‘agra test. 


Teachers- those who spend most of their time in a 
classroom. 


teachen-osdmimistrators= principals) and Vice prineipals 
who teach part of the time. 


Admintstrators- those who devote all ‘or thelny. fime to 
admimus tration wWitthine a) Scimoe!. 


Others- included are teachers (who have not adopted 
the netowrk-based approach), librarians, 
Counse | JOrs.) anamcuin! Ciliates Deci duis tor 
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Table 10 


AeComparison of Perceptions of Reasi Danley 

Between those Using Networks for ‘Planning! 
and Those Using Networks for 
Mndividtializing! Instruction 


Planning individ. Average 

N = 13 vers N = 32 
Subtest X i X 
Effectiveness 4.38 4.32 bh. 34 
Efficiency ae 4h .08 03 
Organizational 3.79 4.13 00 
hechnical Dre Be ier 
Political hos bh 43 h 32 
Pedagogical 02 4.18 12 
Timeliness 03 3.94 3.99 
Generalizability 00 4.27 h.17 


Differences aresnot Signiticant at the 
O05 leve leas det enmined sD ya daiterLesie. 


Planning- those who used networks for plan- 
nod Instruction, 


individaualizaing=— thoseswno, Use networksuas 
a medns. Of indivi dita liZ1 thoes tec 
tions 
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Table sit 


PeCompcaimksonmo fePerce pit lonsucoh ehreasel bile In tay 
Based son. Years (Of cain tama 


Ti att Mh Geice So ice lita tnd mGie>) mvuss mene pa ge 
N = 22 N = 26 N = 48 
SUDtes f 5 X X X 
Effectiveness Le] 447 Loe ye) 
Efficiency 3.99 hh 4.07 
Organizational 3.89 4.08 4.00 
Technical B30 eae )e | SPs 
Pout tice | 4.31 ALAS 4.39 
Pedagogical Le} 4.15 het 
Timeliness 3040.0 hee22 4.06 
Generalizability 4.10 4.2) 4.16 


Differences are not significant at the 
OPUS mleVveteas Cetermined by “a lt=tes ty. 


Table 12 


A Comparison of Perceptions of Feasibility 
Based on Levels of Experience with 
The Network-Based Approach 


Low Medium High Average 
N= 22 Ns 15 N=11 Nae 48 
Subtest X ; X es 
Effectiveness Lee uk 447 4,38 
Efficiency 4.10 3.495 4.18 4.07 
Organizational 3.95 24907 Laie 4.00 
Technical B33 2.96 3.08 3.16 
Political ao? 44) 447 4.39 
Pedagogical 3.99 4.18 423 ne 
Timeliness 3.86 4.13 4.26 4.06 
Generalizability 4.16 4.O4 4,30 ahs 


Differences ane (notrsiigmilf bheant at tthe 
C705 slever fas ideterminecmby tan whe teste. 


Low- network-based experience < 3.0 years. 


Med- network based experience > 3.0 years 
Andee He Ove ar si 


High- network-based experience >4.0 years, 
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A Comparison of Perceptions of Feasibility 
Based on Levels of Teaching Experience 


Low Medium High Average 

N= 15 N=17 N= 16 N= 48 
Subtest X X x X 
Effectiveness h 27 4.29 4.59 38 
Efficiency* 3.94 2793 leche Belay 
Organizational* Sagi 4.02 Nout Taye 
Technical 3.63 2.95 3.05 3.16 
Political h 30 Heo 4.61 4, 39 
~ediace ahead 02 03 4.29 he) 
Timeliness* eye 3.89 La5G = ene haat 
Generalizability 4.09 4.05 4.37 h 16 


«Differences are significant beyond the 
0405. level as determined by, an —>tesits 


“Differs from Low and Medium experience 
groups. 


ont Gere from Low experience group. 


“Differs from Low and Medium experience 
groups. 


Low-= teaching experience < /.0 years. 


Med- teaching experience > 7.0 years and 
<i  Oeye ats. 


Highs teaching experience 2 lls 0byeans. 
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Table 14 


A Scheffé Multiple Comparison of Mean Scores 
Obtained by ‘High Experience', 'Medium 
Experience’, and 'tow Experience! 
Groups on the Effierency subtest 


Groups Low Med. High 
Bera Mig Ol Saleen Todt py! 

Low Experience ---- 0.996 0.029% 

Medium Experience 0.996 ----- OF 193 


High Experience 0.029% 0.193 ---- 


kDifferences are significant beyond the 0.1 


level. 
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Table 15 


A Scheffe Multiple Comparison of Mean Scores 
Obtained by 'High Experience', 'Medium 
Experience', and ‘Low Experience! Groups 

on the Organizational Subtest 


Groups Low Med. High 
Mean Scores ae Je AO? Leal 
Low Experience ---- O34 0.045% 
Medium Experience 0.343 ---- O2510 
High Experience 0.045* 0.510 ——— 


ZOGmverenGces ane significant beyond etimtee lar 


level. 
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Wess cheh fe test (Table 16) indicates that the High 
Experience group regarded the approach as significantly 


more timely than do the other two groups. 


Minnie d tsecriminant analysis GODS aa (AS sG tS CUSe ed ai Neh Un ice 
thomeltsofethe Analysis Plan (pages: 63 to 67). a multiple 
discriminant analysis was used to identify variables which 
eould lead to polarization of perceptions. Emergent were 
the fol jowingePtactors - 
- teacher preparation programs *=(Academic, Technical. 
~wwork setting (Reqular classroom, remedial class noon, 
Beternal «to the schoo lie 
- and combined (Academic/Regular, Academic/Remedial, 
Nechntcal/Remedial; and External). 
lt must be noted that there were no Technical/Regulars in the 
Study population. Each of these new divisions of the study 
populationtheade to sitaqnificante dif ferencestof Opinions 

]1. Teacher preparation programs. 

When the study population was divided into Academics 
andmpechtiieals. 4 difference of opinion occurred with nespect 
ftomthe technical constraint to feasibility. Wher Academics 
Deneceivedetie approach as less constrained technical uy stnan 
dtdethestechnteals (Table 17). 

2. Work setting. 

On the basis of a division of the study population 
Onathe basis of work setting, significant differences oF 
opinion occurred with respect to efficiency, Dols traced. anid 
timeliness constraints to feasibility (Table 18). 


The Scheffe test (Table 19) indicates that the Regulars 
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Tables 16 


A Scheffé Multiple Comparison of Means Score 
Obtained by "High Experience’, 'Medium 
Experience’ ,"and ‘Low Expertence | 
Groups on the Timeliness Subtest 


Groups Low Med. High 
Mean Scores 3.74 3.89 4.55 
Low Experience HS 0.814 0.012% 
Medium Experience 0.814 ---- 0.018% 
High Experience 0.012* 0.018* ---- 


*Differences are significant beyond the 0.1 level. 
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Tabieme ley, 
ReConmparison of Perceptions of Feasibility 


Based von Different iheacher- 
Training Programs 


———— 
a 
eS TE oe ee a SaaS a 


Academics Technicals Average 
sue Gesies ee a eo 
Effectiveness 4.35 Le ee) 4.34 
Effictency 4.04 CA, 4.01 
Organizational 3.90 Byes: BS) I) 
Technical SENS 22 Sh IAG 
Politi ca] 4, 30 4.48 Ub 
Pedagogical 4.05 4.16 4.08 
Timeliness volslle Bohs, Bins 
Generalizability He 3 4.16 4.12 


<Dititerences are Siaqniticant beyond  tne.0. 05 
Wevicleedor de wen mire dil y" =a trot conte, 


Academitcs= those prepared to instruct any 
Subjects’ except “Industrial Arts 
and Vocational Education. 


reehiicals-"thtose prepared’ (oO Irs truat sImaus— 
trial Arts or Vocationa ] “Educat on 


xkkFive sets of responses were excluded from this 
analysis because of insufficient demographic 
data. 
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Table ke 


A Comparison of Perceptions of Peas iD? Jetty 
Based on Different Work Settings 


QgaG60CN—qeqaq{jxw[w_—eeSSSSSS SSS SS—eonm@@jsljusquOO)nOluuT)9uauaoaoaoeeee ee 


Regulars Remedials Externals Average 

Nae 29) Nets N= 5 N = 48 
Subtests X x Ki xX 
Pptectiveness 4.26 4, 39 4.64 k 38 
Efficiency* rae mee 4.48 4.07 
Organizational 30/9 4.05 4.23 4.00 
Technical 2.96 3 Ay 2.50 3.16 
Political# 4.10? hoy 4.70 4.39 
Pedagogical 3.94 oats 135 hod] 
Timeliness* Bence 3.99 4. 80° 4.06 
Generalizability sho) 4.2) 4.48 4.16 


*Differences are significant beyond the 0.05 level 
domieLenmined by —-an-h-tes-ty 


“Differs from Remedtal vand Externals: 


ert ane from Remedials and Externals. 


“Differs from Regulars and Remedials, 
Regulars- those working in regular classrooms and 
Senoo iss. 


Remedials- those working in remedial classrooms and 
SEH Ss 


Externals-~ those working outside schools: 
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Tab Ve 19 


A Scheffe Multiple Comparison of Mean Scores 


Obtained by '! 
wEexterna ls 


Remedials', 'Regulars', and 
on the Efficiency Subtest 


ee 


Groups 
Mean Scores 


Remedial 
Regular 


External 


*Differences are 


Remedial Regular External 
s4o0 ae? 448 
ae 0.083% 05219 
0.083% a. 35 0.013% 
0.219 Meier eee 


significant beyond the 0.1 
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Sconed ssi gniticantly lower than the other groups on the 
erficrency. subtest.. 

The same pattern occurred with respect to perceptions 
Swmetncepoluctica| constraint. » Regulars scored signi tican ely 
levemetiansothet oroups (Lab ke 20 ir 

tiie tExternals scored @sidqniticantlysmtoherstran enter 
CRetnemotneresubgrouUps witthUrespect fo time Miness o @ithe met 
work-based approach (Table 21) 

So COMDINed se fst ects. 

When the effects of the teacher preparation programs 
and the work settings were combined three areas of significant 
dipference emerged. They pertained to the efficerency, tech- 
Weecieeroncdatlime winess constraints to feasi bitty tap eusza) 

tne Ssehette test (lable 23) Indicates tna tetnese tan 
nals and Academic/Remedials scored significantly higher than 
the Academic/Regulars. 

hhe Academic/Remedials ‘scored significantly higher 
than the Technical/Remedials on the technical constraint 
(hab bem2 4) > 

Binatlys the Externe lisasconed sion i icant lysates 
than the Technical/Remedials and Academic/Regulars on the 


timeliness dimension (Table 25). 


Relative advantage. Because both Rogers (1962:124-133) 
andechine 6196 /130-57) considered self-interest Of telat ive 
advantage to be a Variable influencing adoption, tris 
variable was used to divide the study population into three 


groups. The High Advantage group consisted of those whose 
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Table 20 


A Scheffe Multiple Comparison of Mean 
Scores Obtained by 'Remedials', 
‘Regulars’. and? "Externialisy! 
on Stive *Porrereah Swetestt 


Groups Remedial Regulars Externals 
Mean Scores 4.10 447? 4.70 
Remedials FS 0.091% 0.675 
Regulars O09 Ve SSS 0.092% 
Externals 0.675 0.092% ---- 


ADitrecences are significant beyond the O.1) level: 


‘ee.8 = re. 
oO Ppecige aye 
ee oe ee ; 


Popul! tof) o0r sasage AmriPiegle:. ore ‘ 


Table 21 


shi) 


A Scheffe Multiple Comparison of Means 


scores Obtained by 
Regulars’. and 


'Remedials', 
LESche primes 


on the. Timed.tniess Subtest 


Groups Remedials 
Mean Scores Bers 
Remedials SS 
Regulars 0.832 
Externals 0.034% 


Eitrenences are Signiticant 


Regulars Externals 


399 4.80 

O% 68:2 0.034% 

---- 0.018% 

0.018% et le 
beyond the 0.1 level. 
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Lab tev 2.2 


A Comparison of Perceptions of Feasibility 
Based on the Combinedsbrtrects of 
Different Teacher-Training 
Programs and Work Settings 


Ac/Reg Ac/Rem Tech/Rem External Average 
Nee AON eee Ta N= 5 N = 48 
X X X X a 

Effectiveness is ayes 44h eae 4.64 4 38 
Efficiency* 30 a eee 3497 4 48 ne Oy, 
Organizational 3.79 Tie arg3 We23 4.00 
Technical* 2.96 eae 2.52 250 3.16 
Pelmtical 4.10 447 4 48 Lee 0 4.39 
Pedagogical 3.94 414 4.16 4 35 ee 
Timeliness* BUeg h 09 3.89 4 80° 4 06 
Generalizability 3291 4.24 4.16 4.48 4.16 


*Differences are significant beyond the 0.05 level as 
cece rmeneds Dy TON P= tes t. 


*piffers from Academic/Remedials and Externa ls. 
Sn Gene from Technical/Remedials. 
“Differs from Technical/Remedials and Academic/ 
Regulars. 
Ac/Reg- Academically prepared personne] in regular 
Classrooms) OF SoOnoOols. 


Ac/Rem- Academically prepared personnel in remedial 
Glass rooms orf scnools, 


TechRem- Industrial Arts and Vocational Education 
personnel in remedial classrooms or sCnool 5S. 


Externals- those working outside schools. 
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A Scheffe Multiple Comparison of Mean Scores 

Obtained by 'Academic/Regulars', Academic/ 
Remedials', 'Technical/Remedials!, and 
"Externals:” om the Efifitierency Subtest 


Acc/Reg. Ac/Rem. Tech/Rem. Ext. 


Mean Scores 3.80 Lee? 3.97 4 48 
Academic/Regular iis Om Ors Orn 7 92 0.030% 
Academic/Remedial 0.073% ---- 0.522 0.648 
Technical/Remedial On9 792 OF 45:2/2 ---- O74 
Externals 0.030* 0.648 Ora a ---- 


*Differences are significant beyond the 0.1 level. 
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Table 24 


A Scheffe Multiple Comparison of Mean 
Obtained by 'Academic/Regulars!, Aca 
Remedials', 'Technical/Remedials', 
‘Exterinals” on the Technicals Subte 


Groups Ac/Reg. Ac/Rem. Tech 
Mean Scores 2.96 3 Ue 2 
Academic/Regulars ———— OL 2a 0; 
Academic/Remedia!s O-2an7 pris 0. 
Technical/Remedials 0.791 0.2741 ie 
Externals 0.918 0.032% Pe 
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Table 25 


A Scheffé Moltrple “Comparison of "Mean 


Scores 


Obtained by 'Academic/Regulars', Academic/ 


Remedials', 'Technical/Remedials', 


and 


"ExXte tials "On sthe Timeliness Subtest 


Groups Ac/Reg. Ac/Rem. Tech/Rem. 
Mean Scores Chest) 4.09 Sianeis) 
Academic/Regulars ---- OVek7 0.999 
Academic/Remedials 0.847 = ON Z0H 
Technical/Remedials ORG. 9/9 O204 -<--- 
Externals 0.046% 0.904 0.074% 
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“Natherences are Significant beyond the 07u 


level. 
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Bes poses stom Wee m |), (Pa rtalal and ltem 19, Part 1V yielded an 
averaged score of 4.0 or more. Those whose responses: toe these 
btems averaged@less than 3.0 were pliaced in the Low Advantage 
group. The remainder of the study population was placed in 
the Medium Advantage group. A summary of the results obtained 
from this subdivision is presented in Table 26. Significant 
dUPtenenees Singperceptions of efficiency, organizational con- 
Steatits wepecagogical consitraintsesand generalizability were 
revealed. 

inal Wo cases except) oner “tne HighsAdvantage group 
SeSoGecastanuticantiy higher than both the  Medtum and Low 
Advantage groups (Tables 27 to 30). The exception is pres- 
engedvineheble 31l--the High Advantage group Scored signi fi- 


cantly higher than the Medium Advantage group only. 


[tem analysis. The foregoing analysis was based on the use 
ChEsUubusestescores.. Iwo Important diutterences: In spencer ry ons 
were encountered in an item analysis. 

Adopters of the network-based approach (on the average) 
did not perceive their students as being more productive than 
Gomparable students in Other programs. On the other hand, 
observers perceived students in network-based programs to be 
Moresproductive. tthe scores are presented tn Table 32- 

Thats the network-basea approach served  themse lip hte te 
Pat GmoTrmtLeaciearsewas OCt aDDa ren umtoedmnres DOnGentcnham me 
Nicotersmpercelved that sel fointerect smwe nces el VediclO samedi 


nificantly higher degree than did Observers. A comparison of 


Seoress is) oresented In Table 33% 
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Table 26 


A Comparison of Perceptions of Feasibility 
Based on Perceptions of the Relative 
Advantage Derived from Use of the 
Network-Based Approach 


Low Med High Average 
N= 12 N=21 N=15 N = 48 
Subtests X X X x 
Effectiveness 4.20 4.29 4.65 4, 38 
Efficiency* 3.94 3.93 Less Gg HP OF, 
Organizational* Bea? ae 4.395 4.00 
Technical 5027) 2.89 3.39 oka 1S 
Political* 4.18 oae2 4 4.77" 39 
Pedagogical* 3.90 4.00 ogee hei 
Timeliness 3.76 4.05 e352 4.06 
Generalizability* A iu 3.97 4 46° 4.16 


*Differences are significant beyond the 0.05 
level as determined by an F-test. 


Low- average score for Items 1, Part II and 
Item 19, Part IV was less than 3.0. 


Medium- average score for Items |, Part II 


and Item 19, Part IV equal to, or greater 


thanes. Omand less thane 4.0). 


High= average score for litem aly sPanteulo ond 


ftem 19, Pant IVawas sequale@to,eor dreater 


fiiian 420 
"Differs from Low and Medium Groups. 
“ih GGoRe from Low and Medium groups. 
“Differs from Low and Medium groups. 


shiieece from Low and Medium groups. 


“Differs from Medium group. 
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table 27 


A Schetfie Multiple Comparison of Mean 
Scores Obtained by ‘Low Advantage’, 
"Medium Advantage', and ‘High 
Advantage!’ Groups on the 
ERPicCilency. subtest 


Groups Low Med High 
Mean Scores 3.94 oars 4.36 
Low Advantage ---- 0.999 0.054% 
Medium Advantage 0.999 ---- O70 Iioe 

High Advantage 0.054* 0.018 ---- 


ae 


kDutrerences are significant beyond the 0.1 


level. 
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A Scheffe Multiple Comparison of Mean 


Scores Obtained by 


‘Low Advantage', 


'Medium Advantage', and 'High 
Advantage! Groups on the 
Organizational Subtest 


Groups Low Med High 

Mean Scores caw 3103 439 
Low Advantage ---- 0.786 G00) 
Medium Advantage 0.786 == 0.001 
High Advantage OF ODEs ~~ OF. 0071 i 


SDiTiferences: are siignificanti beyond! tire: 07.1 


level. 
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Table 29 


A Scheffe Multiple Comparison of Mean 
scores Obtained by ‘Low Advantage', 
"Medium Advantage!, and ‘High 
Advantage' Groups on the 
Poli tical Swbhtest 


Groups Low Med High 
Mean Scores 4.18 ay ms haa hy/ 
Low Advantage ---- 0.980 0.015% 
Medium Advantage 0.980 ---- 0.006% 

High Advantage OV015% “02006%  ==-= 


*Differences are significant beyond the 0.1 level. 
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Table 30 


A Scheffé Multiple Comparison of Mean 
scores. Obtained by “Lew Advantage’ , 
"Medium Advantage’, and 'High 
Advantage' Groups on the 
hedagog ica } ejb teagst 


Groups Low Med High 
Mean Scores 3.90 4.00 4.40 
Low Advantage ---- 0.784 0.0145 
Medium Advantage 0.784 ---- 0.019% 

High Advantage 0.014* 0.019* ---- 


*Differences are significant beyond the 0.1 level. 
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Table 3] 


Aascherte Multtole Compariscon.o; Mean 
scores Obtained by 'Low Advantage', 
"Medium Advantage!, and ‘High 
Advantage! Groups on the 


Generalizability Subtest 
Groups Low Med High 
Mean Scores 4.10 sie Sy 446 
Low Advantage ---- OR COT, OZ 244 
Medium Advantage 01807 ---- Gen Zales 
High Advantage On 2 2a 0, 021s = =a 


“DPipferences are slgniticant beyonu tne: Ur larcvel. 


—*+  geEnevbs ved 
SSE. Nee lees: -eteenekh bee 
| 7 
see NESE D UE Xa age bherbA teil - 


rove! ©.8 Ges ota baw cel 4 arp gaxns reheat 


— 


109 


Table 32 
A Comparison of Responses Made by ‘'Adopters' 
AMdserODSenVemS ton vem idem rar te (tele 
"Students in network-based programs 
are more productive than comparable 
Studentsesth Othe aprog trams.’ 


Groups Mean N 
Scores 

Observers 3.97 16 

Adopters Bees 34 

aT Ot cigl 3.48 50 


The difference 15 sianificant Deyond tne 
OF05¢ level as. determined by a t-test: 


Table 33 


A Comparison of Responses Made by ‘Adopters! 
and “Observers! to tem i9ecPant We “Use 
of the network-based approach to 
curriculum development and 
implementation provides 
distinct advantages 
for teachens...- 


Groups Mean N 
Scores 

Observers 3.66 16 

Adopters 4.16 34 

oO tall 4.00 50 


i 


headis cerence sitseas tamil icant eat) (thie 005 
Veve) as determined by a t-test. 


20.0 ote Se _eoesth ingle ¢} saaevet , 
Jent=g a yd paminsaled za Pee 


several other significant differences were encountered. 


Observers scored significantly higher than Adopters on items 


beptalning to PPBS Cltem 3." Part lljand use of resources 
Chtrems=-Zavand=2b<-Part Cee. Adopters scored —-signiti cantly 
higher than Observers on the item pentaining to thewcapabiia ty 
Omeuhemnetwork4based approach shop faci tating iInregration 


of various learning theories into eurricular decisions (ltem 


weep iat fan.l Vs. 


Discussion 
The data were analyzed in an attempt to identify var- 


Pankeswnichircomuribwted to siqnificant differences im sres 


ponses from segments of the study population. lt was believed 
that this information would be useful in drawing the study's 
Final conclusions and recommendations. Being unable to rank 


the, feasubisl ity constraints in terms of Importance it was 
felw@ wtiat “tdentittiication of polarizations: in the perceptions 
Greiiemsmuay populations could serve as ahpoverallgindtcatcer 
Spetnescquat tyasof the remainder of athe study data™™ =Stated 
ancLhemavave sieastibe uty is bel feved eto bel qreate rp ewnienm iiese 
is agreement among the respondents and lessened when disagree- 
Hentliseviindent. Mmesitseaor significant differences ot@opmnion 
Canmoteassurewthat there iS agreement bUL they Serve to 
identify disagreements where these exist among the respondents. 
A summary of the variables tested for contributions 
Comsiiomefleant--dit ferences “of “opa nivon is presented in Table 34. 
Because the variables yielding significant differences were 


identified through use of a multiple discriminant analysis; 
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Table 34 
AS OUNNAGVeOt hactors Resulting «une si gai ftcanit 
Piewemecsmn Perceptions Of mreas! bility 
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Adopters, Observers 
(Table 8, Page 82) 


Teacher, Teach.-Admin., 
Admin., Others 
(Tables 9s Rages 03) 


Planiving., uindividual zing 
Giga baer 8 10s (Page ao) 

Levels of Training 
(Tabillettiewer age .o5) 


Levels of Network 


Experience 
(Table 12, Page 86) 


Levels of Teaching 
Experience 
Giiab les 1S Page 07) 


Teacher Preparation 
Programs 
(hab lie hit7 seRages 92) 


Work Setting 
(Table 18, Page 93) 


Preparation/Work 
Setting 
(Table 22, Page 98) 
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sro Omen erevirewed “literature, disicuss Momesis lund tec. 


feaciingsexpertence. Experience was one of the factors ident- 


ified as having the potential for causing differences in percep- 
tions of feasibility. That experience is considered a major 
Ractor wines tabilisshiiing ‘a persion's, worntholis evident tinumostt sal- 
aayerd Girds) ee Ghhes thi ghet “scores: in “th itsvisitudyicof ethiose: with 

megn eve ls ofSexperience may be amSindiication that ithesieiupeaple 
navesmore: tnformation at their disposal sand censequenit ly 


Express abess Sumeertainty than others wa th bests) texnemhence. 


beacher preparation programs. A multiple discriminant analysis 


Waseused to cluster respondents on the basis of patterns in 
BeSpONSeS tO ‘the study questionnaire. One such chus ter 
included most of those educators in the study population who 
had received post;secondary training in industriel arts or 
vocational education. When these Technicals were compared 
wmitciotiver =teachers (Academics) a significant ditd¢erence sin 


perception was revealed in relation to the technical subtest. 


Work settings JEike sthe *preceding case, workssettings were 
Moentitiec vas a avaritable through Usevon aamul tip lesdiscrlminamt 
gnalysis. The study population was divided into those who 

work in regular classrooms or schools (Regulars), those in 
remedial classrooms or schools (Remedials), and those who are 
external to the school (Externals). The latter group inc)u- 
Gedecentral office administrators, Department of Education 


personnel, and university protessonrs. 


The data analysis revealed that those in regular class- 
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rooms and schools scored significantly lower than others on 
Ties ttohemeycand political suptests.. (Om the Limelinecemscube 


test the Externals scored significantly higher than others. 


Combined effects. The two groups formed on the basis of teacher 
preparation programs (Technicals, Academics) were combined 

with the Regulars and Remedials to form a two dimensional matrix. 
One cell of the matrix was empty--the study population included 
Mospeeple with technical training in fegular programs. Again. 
the Externals were retained as a group. Analysis revealed 
SEGhidkCant edit herences tn responses to the ettictencyeeteche 
ical ana timeliness subtests. 

In the case of the efficiency subtest the Academic/ 
Regulars scored significantly lower than the Academic/Remedials 
and Externals. 

The Academic/Remedials scored significantly higher 
tans the mechnical/Remedials on the technical subtest. 

Patalbheling, the case discussed tne the ipneceding 
Tectlon ss scores of the Externals were S:qnitt icantly hi gier 


thahnwlechinical/Remedials on the timeliness s@btest-. 


Relative advantage. Relative advantage is a concept noted by 
Pegenoescldo2. (24-133) and Chin (196/*39-5/)e) Iheyecontended 
that perceived relative advantage increases the likelihood 
that an innovation will be adopted. When the items used 

to assess relative advantage were used to subdivide the study 
Sopulation significant ditterences: OF perceptions were found 
WRC eS Decl, tostic ehtL.ciency, Organiza! ona Weep Oust cle, 


pedagogical, and generalizability subtests. 
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Those who perceived the hiqhest level of relative 
advantage in the network-based approach also scored SJcging sale 
cantly higher than all of the others on the ef fil Giiencye organ = 
Peat lomoale political < and pedagogical subtests. They scored 
significantly higher than the Medium Advantage group on the 
generalizability tes t.. 

On the one hand, the results tend to agree wi thi tne 
conclusionssdrawn. by Rogers and Chin, , On. the othershand.. the 
results may have been derived from weaknesses in the rating 
scales gherlinger (1964-516-5.17). noted. fourm factors) anyeoner of 
which could account for the differences noted. 

Ieee ier halo jetiecit, describes. it hesicasie Wiheimessresipen— 


dendasi.tatens.tems, i ne one’ direction. 


/Paweniiee.es FOr jot. then esc ye Occ mea wie nama em ce mcteeal Celis 
EGOsshal dine. 
Joe lateeerinor Oteicen tra lewbendencyy occurs When era tens 


avoid extreme judgements. 

Wowie e€nror OF Severity OCCUr sy Wien be tis ipaite 
items too low. 

Had the, raters. responded, to any, of these wendencies 
there would have been a high positive correlation between 
Beemsepertaining to self-interest “and ali otethe othe rei temen 
Biemiatternawould have ylelded thee signig icant di nfierences 
encountered in this test. Had this been the case, however, 
one might have expected that there would have been significant 


differences in perceptions with respect to the other feasibility 


Eonstraints as well. 
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Conclusions 

Onethesbasts of the findings it may be concluded thet 
Zonema iit epvemces gin: Ipenceptl ome < f feasibility of the network- 
based approachado exist iunathewtudy population, 

Onetheabasis of the sdetected siignificant.dutterences 
it may be conjectured that work setting and relative advantage 
BOmLUneceAdODTenSmanemgtworrkey Variables ‘to be considered) | ts turther 
adoption of the network-based approach is planned. The nature 
of the work setting may be a key. For example: there may be 
factors associated with remedial schools that makes it easier to 
adopt innovations. There may also be factors that makes 
adoption imperative. Relative advantage may be another key 
variable. Adopters may judge an innovation in terms of its 
Renative Macvantage,or ability,to, serve their selt-interesitse 
Perhaps innovations are more acceptable if they suit the 


Soatiaehve anasteaching styles of the adopters. 
PROCEDURE 


the fourth tesearch guestion asked:) @ lis thesprocedune 
offered for use by teachers engaged in developing and imple=- 


menting network-based curricula useful in its present OGM 


Findings 
When asked how much information they received in pre- 


paration for network-based curriculum development, the responses 


were as follows: 


oom site 11 responses 


Almost enough 9° responses 


Suisse Seley het 3 responses 
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When asked how the procedure was used, the responses 


were as follows: 


Usediexactlyeaswri tten ] response 
Followed with steps omitted 9 responses 
2equence fot rstepséchanged 4 responses 
Used own procedure 3 responses 
Lita Leand ‘enror 4 responses 
Outside help ] responses 


Following tsa tabulation of “the ‘problems most 
Frequently encountered in network-based curriculum development: 


Difficulty in sequencing 
objectives 14 responses 


Not knowing when the network 
was finished 7 responses 


Networks required revision 15 responses 


Discussion 

As the network-based approach progressed through 
stages of development, the procedure for applying it also 
Changed. AS: a result, adopters of the innovation, did) not have, 
asuthe findings indicate, enough Pnaftormation about the 


approach mor a procedure that suited their unique application. 


Conclusions 
thes tindings support the ‘cone lustOnstnate. ties p Goce. 


dure available to the Adopters was somewhat inadequate. 


SUMMARY 


The findings of the study have been presented, dis- 


cussed, and conclusions drawn for each of the four reseanen 
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questions. imegeneral tt can be saidethat: 

1. The network-based approach was perceived by the 
study population to be more effective and efficient than other 
alternatives known to them. 

Zz. Ine Network-based approach Was percteved to be 
mopeufeasi bie for use in elassrooms, than other alternatives 
known to the study population. 

3. Dittterences mn percept ronssot feas tbility were 
Founda mim tie study populatvon on the basis of: Vevels oF 
teaching experience; types of teacher preparation programs ; 
work settings; and, perceptions that self-interests were 
served by the network-based approach. 

4, The procedure was not entirely appropriate to the 
needs and expectations of classroom teachers who were adopters 


of the network-based approach. 
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Chapter 6 


SUMMARY, CONCLCUSTONS. IMPLICATIONS | AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 


SUMMARY 


The network-based approach to curriculum development 
and implementation (based on PERT principles) was designed 
feo LCerenttentinithal classroom trials ,vitlwese@appisaied 
Gomamnumbersotaedififerent|currtculag Asa reported? inthis 
study, after a five year period, 34 teachers have adopted the 
Sopuoacimine ls idifferent-applications. 

wots Study was undertaken to determine it the network- 
based approach to curriculum development and implementation 
can be used by classroom teachers to improve their classroom 
Pistbructtons 

Development of a conceptual framework for studying 
edteattonaleredsibikity was thelifiwrstes tep takengn tvethys study: 
Edueatronal feasibility was) found to be cons train edgy 
errectiveness, efficiency, organizational Tactors Pehechnatogys: 
politics, pedagogy, timeliness, and generalizability.) Next, 

a research framework was designed and recent literature was 
reviewed to determine suitable assessment criterta for each 
feasibr lity constraint .o8 [hesev Crituirita, weme trans leived into 

a questionnaire which asked partici pants "in network-based 

this approach with other alternatives known 


Povemts Lo. COMNpDa;re 


Comthem.' Responses to ‘the questionnaire were collected and 


119 


pn 


sien 
nna Woe 


pirat dent, 4 
1 pares t 


; « oe ase 


itosanbevet owlkattiws of donoteqn barad-srclehe 

tengl eas eau (val gicci’q 187%. eo Caen) oot ase 

huiiags caw dl. claies @omveceta baldial pees 
pin) al betteH ry) FA Hegities teoteti Th this i 


4¢ b@! cebe) S009 wilt tiene FE. 2.2b in 9g 78 seit « nae 


aa 7 
Me sas enntiggs anasey? 6 sen Ia OTS 
“27G0708,04° Fi: Onin nt ) Gt nagel wpa eau yooss aie - 1 


7 : a 

wef i1ntenws (wis eg Ehoattedd ba hy aul veleyueut? Hoare o bs 
Sea 1rpnls i983 e@eften! oF @neroe yr? motels... eae 
- : a tan 
patybuse A M\eureas! Teurqenes « to Jaangal ey = 


sWeadé 2149 49 acts anfe “2911 o17 oom vehi Tabegat Vee 


“@ Boel ni tan oC ne Bayet cauve {' ch ee Pena : 


- 
i ca 


evap leeMoes gestae) denolassineyac aie) 2179> nee pot 
ote peta tas ania the , ebanttaals  vpetebes cage 


penne anes; bee Gurgiend env stad 1 | 
$3 ‘joeteendle videttve \antespaah ¥ 
=) 


er ecane. snieatas 
ae 
Int stan if vena 


analyzed. Findings were reported, discussed, . and conclusions 


drawn in relation to each of the research questions. 
CONCLUSIONS 


Conclusions 


The mean score for the combined effectiveness and 


erficiency subtests was 4.21. Combined; the mean score for the 
micoeastbitity stibtests was 3.81. Finally, ithe mean score 
for atl eight subtests combined was 3.89. Since al! of the 


feanesecores fall within the range of 3.5 to 5.0 established 
Zeon indication of feasibility see Functions 22 and) 25— 
pages 67-68) it may be concluded that the study population 
perceived that: 

1. The network-based approach to curriculum development 
and implementation is an effective and efficient means of 
managing classroom instruction. 

2. The network-based approach to curriculum development 
and implementation is feasible for use in classrooms. 

Several si gnitrtecant difierences- ofsopindonsweie 
revealed by the data analysis. One resulted from work settings. 
Those involved in remedial classrooms and schools regarded the 
approach as more efficient than did those in regular classrooms. 

The procedure offered for use by teachers developing 
network-based curricula was directed towards a particular 
form of instructional individualization. That may have 
Poutributed to the finding that the procedure was relatively 


iWerfecttve. More curriculum development and implementation 


flexibility may have been needed. 
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Drawing together the study F Enid (nse tom ayan ie 
concluded that in the opinion of the study population the 
network-based approach to curriculum development and imple- 
mentation can be used by classroom teachers to improve their 
Siasst oon imstructiion. “The utility of the approach may be 
greater to some groups of teachers than others. Further, 
special development and implementation procedures may be 


peedeu Dy cach group in order to maximize utili ty. 


Generalizations 

iRegnature of this study does not wus tify genenal= 
Poo hOouSsOnmtne basis of the conclusions.) Howevereumthe 
Study results do indicate that some educators find the network- 
based approach capable of improving the effectiveness and 
Spterency of Instructional planning=and Imp liementaui on... bar 
this reason the approach might be utilized more extensively. 
Because of its feasibility, as demonstrated in relation to the 
study population, further development may have a relatively 
Mmctieprobability of success. As a step toward furtier 
increasing the probability of success more information and 
better curriculum development and implementation procedures 
could be provided for adopters. 

Finally, the conceptual framework for studying 
educational feasibility should be generalizable to other 
educational studies. Moreover, the conceptual framework 
should be generalizable outside the field of education by 


replacing the pedagogical dimension with a dimension appro- 


priate to the new field of study. 
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Neaknessaofs the Study 

eevetalafactors;.prebably, interactive, senve.wo 
weaken this study. 

The feasibility model may be incomplete: there may 
be other equally important constraints which have not been 
examined. At the same time the identified constraints have 
Decieereatedeas equivalent, though future Studiiessmay prove 
Piemecapab le on sbeling, ordered. 

Inewsevection of assessment criteria detinededas 
GepLesemtathve OT each constraint Was based.) to some extents 
On common sense. In most cases only guidelines and themes 
were discernible from the literature review. Another researcher 
may have chosen some other criteria for assessment. 

Fewsmcontrols were applicable to, tits study. = Because 
of the limited number of people involved with the network- 
based approach, samples were not drawn from the population. 
Rather, the entire population was used in this Study. In 
answering the first two research questions this was appropriate. 
iiremcase of therthird research question. (identitication 
SHdmiiteeroLretation Of Signiticant dirrerencesmos Opinion) the 
Study may have been weakened. lt must be remembered, however, 
ciatethe murpose was mot to test explicit: hypotneses = putero 


determine if some of the study findings may be functions of 


BPacconmseralinng outside the research tf raneworks 
IMPLICATIONS 


KN feasibility study is carried out im Order ate jus tity 


recommendations for adoption or rejection Of ane Wninovat dno pe. 
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Because of the nature of feasibility studies two orders of 
implications are encountered. The first-order implications 
arise from the findings of the study itself. The second-order 


implications arise from the recommendations of the Siudys 


Bethorderssof implications ane <discussedseinuthiseseet ion. 


pies t-Crder impli cations 
Feasibility studies are, as yet, quite wncommon in 
education. More frequently evaluations are undertaken. Because 


evaluations focus on achievements and accomplishments they are 
MOSt Often Ganrled out as projects near completion. ‘Feasiib mlity 
Seucness examine thnnovathons in thelr early Stages and =prediet 
ouecones. » Moreover, predictions are not solely basedron 
attainment of objectives but rather on the basis of a wide range 
Miesissues.. Feasibril tty studies are more global than evaluationse 

As innovations emerge more feasibility studies could 
bemcatitedsout. (his practice might more effectivelyviscrecn out 
ineffective innovations and increase the proportion of adopted 
tynovations that are of high quality. 

Thea tindtmgs. of this study suggest. thatutmems tidy 
population perceived the network-based approach as being highly 
technical. They were somewhat uncertain about the timeliness 
of the approach. Most of the adopters who expressed an opinion 
indicated that they received too little information during 
adoption of the approach. Many of the findings Of tis sotudy 
imply that many of the teachers are functioning with inform- 
ation that is incomplete and/or obsolete. Steps could be 


taken to alleviate the situation by augmenting present 
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teacner=preparation programs with mone of what mitgnt be 
considered to be “educational technoloady. [ni-services: could 
DemD ECW Ged MnO me pirac ul cil Gg atedch etisr 
lt may well be that the network-based approach lends 
itself to remedial programs where students need structured 
programs and more consideration of their individual differences. 
Pinaglly.s !t may be “thaw not all innovations ate equally 


neashbDter tor all iseqments: of the educational scommumity. 


Seconea-Order Implications 


Barearvoudcmerccunorogy. PERT ness been amtegrated sini 


curriculum development and implementation processes and found, 
by the observed population in this study, to be capable of 
improving the effectiveness and efficiency of classroom 
instruction. Other systems analysis techniques could also be 
analyzed for their potential contributions to an educational 
technology: 

te Etnear programming could be examined to determine how 
erpectivelye it might be used iin solving product lon sand student 
flow problems. 

2, Queuing theory could be Used to determine fequirements 
TORMWOnKESttatwons aid earning centres. 

3. Work measurement and work simplification principles 
eould be applied to a number of classroom practices in an 
attempt to Increase educational efficiency. 

4. Work space layout and landscaping could be used to 


make study areas more conducive to learning. 
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> heltability theory could™be used for “Sredict 
equipment failures and hence replacement levels; predict how 
well teachers and students will fit into new roves 07 emo 
ILgentify bottlenecks and @unreltabilli ties ine they currrerlum: 

6. Human factors analysis could be examined to see if 
it can be used to improve the interface between students and 
their environment. 

7. Value analysis could be applied to the study of 
meghecOoSt activities in an attémpt to find better solutions: 

8. Configuration management might be used to stand- 
ardize a curriculum that is dynamic and free to change with 
changing needs. 

In Spite of the fact that none of these systems analysis 
techniques have been incorporated into an educational technology 
Supportive of the network-based approach, the feasibility of the 
approach has implications for the educational system, teachers, 
students, administrators, parents, and teacher-preparat ton 


Bis isu teLOMSs:. 


Hmhereedticattional system. Bells ‘that punctuate the school day into 
moaqules could be the first traditton to topple. Learning need 
fmotebe Jimrted to-five hours “pér'’ day for 200 °days"eacn year. 
Students, following their own networks, might be guided 
from fearming situation to™learning situation as thelr time 
amd needs dretated, 

Classrooms might be changed from their traditional 
design to work stations and resource centres readily accessible 


to students and carefully designed to integrate the student into 
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the learning situation. While equipment costs would Likely 
drop, printed material costs might rise. More individualized 
media could be selected or Prepared by teachers. Media materials 


might be expected to become even more concept-centred than an 
present. 

Fauningectedi ts. on edvancing rom qrade  toedrade 
meed no longer be constrained by time. Both could be based 


on achivement. 


Weachers. by correctly utilizing Equipment and media, teachers 
Modivtaibe freed trom part of the. traditional, teachers. role-— 
dispensers of knowledge. Systematization of the administrative 
SCMPONMeEMt Oflins tnuction may lead to wfireetng af addi tuonad 
teacher time. With the freed time teachers should be able 

to manage a larger number of students effectively. hives sudenes 
Suh feaguinred high amounts, of) attention, (parapro hes sionals 
could act as surrogate teachers. 

The teachers' role could change from one of dispensing 
knowledge to one of facilitating learning and helping students 
Gestetner. deneralizatyons... Much of uihe presenuueval uation 
bias could be removed. 

Teachers could have a way of demonstrating account- 
abst tty.. ln other words, the objectives to be achieved by 
the teachers and students and the ways and means of achieving 
them could be visible and understood by teachers, students, 
parents, and administrators. 

Teachers could have. an educational stechnology 


Gapable of serving their self-tnterests and at the same time 
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enabling them to effectively participate in PPBS model 
development and implementation. By Tan jing? tos partis pater 
other decision makers are forced to make decisions involving 
both teachers and programs. Yet, when PPBS models are 
Hleshed ourlbysinclusion ef! instructional objectives teachers 
might be able to make decisions leading to optimized product- 
ivity and efficiency. 

feachersemight. besabdesto intorporatescontributions 
from a number of supporting specialists (curriculum special- 
ists, psychologists, remedial experts) into the instructional 


program. 


Students. Students could have opportunities to choose learning 
paths independently in keeping with their interests and to 
travel these paths at their own rate. 

Students could be held more accountable. No longer 
would teachers have to bear the burden of students choosing 
not to achieve. At the same time, the approach has been 
perceived as capable of providing motivation for students-- 
even those who require a great deal of motivation. 

Students should be rewarded for accomplishments and 
not for residency as is the case with much of the present 


structure for advancement by grade or credit. 


Parents. Parents should be able to perceive educational 


productivity more easily. Concurrently, parents should 


have clearer understandings of educational programs and 


Sonia be ab leutol make betiterechod ceswdt ont hetr children. 
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Adminis trators™ Like teachers, administrators would have to 
fearetoruse ecucattional® technology. “Also. lil ke teachers, they 
would be affected both by shifts in the bases of evaluation 
and enhanced capabilities for demonstrating accountabiart y= 

Aditmertha tors should be™able to makewbetrer curricula’ 
Heels lOns. —sUst as PPBS*is®able towauqregate the value ot 
resource Hequirements, so the network-based curriculum canebe 
eqggtegated.” ~As™ courses aggregate Into™ programs. high cose 
eoursesumigqnt be Tsolated for assessment. 

Administrators may encounter fewer discipline 
problems. “Asan administrator (Vice=princtpal 2)"Appendix Cc) 
observed: 

Our students have applied themselves more vigor- 

ously to the tasks at hand with the network approach 
than did they apply themselves with the conventional 
approach. Fewer discipline problems resulted. 


With improved discipline, vandalism in schools might also be 


reduced. 


Teacher-education instituttons. Teacher training programs may 
have to provide more extensive instruction in educational 
Heche logyeand itsepractical application: lt may be that 
pecuresteachers should be talight, even more than at presents 
bombe Tacilitators and managers of learning rather than 


dispensers of knowledge. 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 


The study results suggest that the network-based 
approach to curriculum development and implementation can be 


used to improve classroom instruction. In the event that 
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more network-based projects emerge, controlled studies might 
be conducted to measure absolute differences in improvement 
between this approach and other more conventional approaches. 

Other systems analysis techniques might be analyzed 
TOtmetneirepotenti all ‘contributlons to en educational technology. 
Among these systems analysis techniques are: networking (PERT, 
critical path method, precedence diagramming); flowcharting; 
operations research (linear programming, queuing theory. gaming, 
dynamic programming, simulation); methods improvement (work 
Heasurement., work simplification); work space Vayout and aland— 
Fecapings and quality assurance (Valwe analysis, human factors 
analysis, reliability, configuration management). 

Studies -might be carried out to determine the extent 
EouWwitienthe mwetwork=based approach is “teacher tree! s(the 
Setene to which equivalent outcomes are attainable by dit ferent 
teachers). 

Stic osm mig pemcarh Led Out elo detehni me iiemex tent 
fomunitchemanagement Of a network-based curricula’ can be 
enmanced by Electronic Data Processing. 

Studiess might. be carried out to: determine show Giiemtacks 
of developing and implementing network-based curricula can be 
simpli fied. 

Faxnallywoboth the teast bi lity framework developed for 


this study and the network-based approach might be tes ted im 


other settings to confirm their generalizability. 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA 
EDMONTON, CANADA 
T6G 2E1 


FACULTY OF EDUCATION 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL 
ADMINISTRATION 


June 14, 1974 


As a part of my doctoral program I am undertaking an 
evaluation of the network-based approach to curriculum 
development, The study will be based on the perceptions of 
those who have been involved in, or close to, applications 
of the approach, 


POecarry Ouv this Study [ must Tirst devermine now 
extensively the network-based approach has been applied. 
MOumcananelp me tn this respect by Completing vnesenclosced 
Questionnaire and returning it to me in the self-addressec 
envelope. 


The study will be carried out at the beginning of the 
1974-75 school year at which time a questionnaire will be 
distributed to those who have been associated with some 
aspect of network-based curriculum development or implement-~ 
ation. Since I have worked with many of you I know many 
problems have been encountered and a number of interesting 
variations and improvements developed. The study will 
summarize much of this information and should provide 
insi cents sintorarcassreduirine further developments the results 
of the study will be made available to anyone interested, 


Thank you for cooperating with me in this initial 
step. 


Respectfully, \ 
wa ; | 
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Warr nh E. Hathaway 
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PART I IS TO BE COMPLETED BY ALL RESPONDENTS 
aS TENSE Sos a a RS aaa ma at 
mec pee Re ae 


(1b) Address: _ 


a ae 


(2a) Where do you work? 


(2b) Address: (2c) Telephone No.: 


(3) Please indicate your present position with a checkmark. 
Teacher Administrator Counselor Librarian Other: 


(4) Please give the name and address of the person who jshetonysielerel othe? sehlooate 
contact with the network~based approach to curriculum development. 


(5) Please give the names and addresses of persons who have adopted some aspects 
of a network-based approach to curriculum development because of your efforts. 
Use the back of this page if you need additional space, 


(6) If you have held an in-service to discuss the network-based approach to 
curriculum development please indicate where, when, and for whom. Use the 
back of this page if you need additional space, 


(7) Will you participate in this study? Yes No 


(8) Do you wish to receive a copy of the results of this study? Yes No 
meets TO BE COMPLETED BY TEACHERS 
(9a) Subject(s) taught: (9b) Level of instruction: __ 


{10) With a checkmark indicate the nature of your involvement with the network- 
based approach to curriculum development. 


I developed my own network, 


I worked as a member of a team in developing a network, 


I use, or have used, a network prepared by Someone else, 


errors 


Some of my students have studied in network-based programs, 


(11) With a checkmark indicate the use you make of your network. 
I use it as a guide in planning my instruction. 
I use 4t as the basis for organizing nongraded {nst rusts on. 
I use it as the basis for organizing Sndividualized instruction. 
(12) Do you use networks as a means of reporting student progress? Yes = No __ 
AND OTHERS 


COUNSELORS, LIBRARIANS 


PART III IS TO BE COMPLETED BY ADMINISTRATORS 


(13) With a checkmark indicate the nature of your involvement with the network- 
based approach to curriculun development. 
I implemented a curriculum development project using the network- 
based approach, 


I observed the implementation of a network-based curriculum over 
an extended period of time. 


I observed the implementation of a network-based curriculum during a 
classroom visitation. 
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APPEND Xe 5B 


STUDY. QUES THONNA TRE 


; 7 my ye ry 7 

ws : - = 
- 

a a : 


A FEASIBILITY STUDY OF THE NETWORK-BASED 


APPROACH TO CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT 


This questtonnatre ts part of a study designed to 
assess the feastbility of using the network-based approach 
to curriculum development as a means of improving the 
effectiveness and effictency of elassroom instruetton. 
Please answer the questtons in thts questtonnaire on the 
basts of the experiences you have had wtth the network- 
based approach. ,ifayou, feel thateyouseéannor anever ia 
Question in parts IT, Iil, or IV please place a eheck {y/) 
in the "Unabile to Answer" column. 

Thank you for completing this questtonnatre and 
providing information about your expertences wtth the 
network-based approach to curriculum development and 


tmplementatton. 


Warren E. Hathaway 
Department of Educattonal Administratton 
The Untverstty of Alberta 
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Name: 
Sl ate kell lee Phone: 
Home Address: Phone: 


rr 


1. How many years of teaching experience do ycu have for which 
You ane. paid? 


LO CPA Y2aArS 
2. How.many years of training’ deyouthave! for which you are paid? 


0.00 years 


LHE FOLLOWING QUE 
WITH THE NETWORK- 


wy 
Se 
BA 


IONS CONCERN THE NATURE OF YOUR INVOLVEMENT 

SED. CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT APPROACH. 

Bae With a check (/) indicate the nature tof your) involvement 
with the network-based approach to curriculum development 


(you may check more than one response). 


16 a. | developed my own network. 
10 b. | developed a network as part of a team. 
6 c. | use, or have used, a network prepared by 


someone else. 
16 d. |! observed the implementation of a network- 
based curriculum development project. 
OPertOther Unbeacets peci ty) 


oe ed 


be li ayouschecked a, b or c above, please-indicete thow you use 
your network, 


156 a» | Use It primarily asyja guide inaeplann tnd 
inst ruct ron. 
7g Db. l tse tt as. the basis for Grqant zmgiin dt vi.cuenrzce 


Ehsuol Calon. 
omcemOther (please specitry) 


k. How many years of experience do you have with the network- 
based curriculum development approach? 


2.78 years 
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PART II 


HOW DOES THE NETWORK-BASED APPROACH TO CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPLEMENTATION COMPARE TO OTHER PRACTICES OF WHICH YOU ARE 


A CHECK (/) IN THE COLUMN THAT BEST EXPRESSES YOUR OPINION. USE THE 
FOLLOWING CODE. 
CLEARLY INFERIOR - clearly inferior to other available practices 
SOMEWHAT INFERIOR - somewhat inferior to other available practices 
UNCERTAIN - there are no clear differences when compared to 
other available practices 
SOMEWHAT SUPERIOR - somewhat superior to other available practices 
CLEARLY SUPERIOR - clearly superior to other available practices 
UNABLE TO ANSWER - | am unable to express an opinion 
fae oO 
| tc _ a pa || = 
ea} cdo <x qawio Proc 
i xx be = = =< loa 
[om fas a 8 = ac aes (nay fae Se RUE] 
ow tu Lid us tu Lu tw mS 
The network-based approach to curriculum me Senge = eet core 
development and implementation: Oo- | u— =) Tay ey \) Ey || yee 
1. Serves the self-interests of 
2. Is compatible with long-range 
planning such as that set forth 
in the report of the Worth Commission. 7 se a4 ua 
Time. —i 3. fs compatible with constraints 12 A 6 23 
imposed by PPBES models. cae - 
4h. Is compatible with constraints 
imposed by Electronic Data Processing 12 9 23 
procedures. 
5. Is generalizable to many different 
subjects. _ a ue “ 
6. Is generalizable to educational 
| i -wid ‘ 
| tee ies generalizable to school-wide 1 g 24 13 5 
applications. 
| 8. Is generalizable to school systems. ie 21 4 
Gen. 9. Could be used in most school 
| AVIA TOMNSs jini ite, Pei wese,. : , oF a , 
correspondence, post-secondary, 
ASUS c 
11. May be used by any staff member, 1 3 9 4 
experienced or novice. 
i2e) lismaccepitab lie to stidents: esa ei § 5 
i SEaelSmeocce pitabllem tom tedicielnsr ee § 
14. Is acceptable to administrators. PSs |S 16 15 6 
Total Responses 1 10 133 245 9-200 J11 
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*"unable to answer" responses excluded from calculation of means. 
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15. tf your response was "Clearly Infertor'! 
more of the items in Part (lhe 
POmY Oita Con GiLusisony. 


on Vi learly Superion’ for one or 
please state below the factorsethat Jead you 


All comments are ineluded in Appendts 'C. 


16. If your response was "Unable to Answer' for one or more of the itens in 
Part Ul, please state below why you felt unable to express an opimion. 


22 -No Comments 


28 -Lack of tnformatton or expertence 


va sae ae sieke ear sabe: 


j 7 (ede a we, 
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PART III 1A5 


TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU AGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING CLAIMS MADE FOR THE NETWORK- 
ASED APPROACH TO CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION? PLACE A 

CHECK (/) IN THE COLUMN THAT BEST EXPRESSES YOUR OPINION. USE THE FOLLOWING 
CODE. 


STRONGLY DISAGREE 


strongly disagree with the statement 


DISAGREE - | disagree with the statement 
UNCERTAIN - | am uncertain about the statement 
AGREE - | agree with the statement 
STRONLY AGREE - | strongly agree with the statement 
UNABLE TO ANSWER - ! am unable to express an opinion 
we Oo ! 
> w uw - > ke 
at} WJ x = 
(ele f fore cc ke o lu a 
Fee 9} oOo a lu Zz ud mas Se | 
oct x W Ww ow [aoe 
an “nn oO o aco iain Mean 
po = Fa o is ia = 
na ray = x Ne | >toloecores * 
1. Students in network-based programs: 
a. Are able to see in the networks 
an overview of the course or 
program. === é 18 BS 3 4.42 


Ped. lo APE SG kO SEG ENS GMPrFiEGU lar 
alternatives open to them. 


Go IPG Able BO) FElla6e Enel, CleSo- 
room activities to long-range 
curriculum objectives. 


2 

| 
Ka 
ie) 
Wa 
c& 
(Js) 
we 
dS 
on 


comparable students in other 


Effie. d. Are more productive than 
| programs. 


a greater extent than comparable 
students in other programs. 


2. Allowing students to be at different \, 
points in the curriculum leads to 
more efficient use of: 


Ped. 4 e. Exhibit positive self-images to 


a. Available laboratory equipment. 


g 5 


b. Audio-visual equipment. 


Effie. 3. Because the student record-keeping 
system is simple: 


a. The teacher has more time to 
spend with the students. 


b. Better student records are oe op : Nee 
maintained. : 
4. The quality of lessons and 
instructional] material is evaluated 
on the basis of students! perform- . oe a ‘ hae, 
ance. 


s"unable to anever" responses excluded from caleulattion of means. 
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aun no oO a < Mean 
a 5 a > Seores* 
Sune appiroach wis sanplucab lem toma 
Valpiet Vea OnessUDMe ctr easel Ne spies itaille 
Gen. elementary, secondary, and post- 4.13 
secondary education. : 
6. The network-based approach to 
curriculum development and 
implementation: 
a. Can be applied by a teacher in 4.23 
Org. a conventional classroom. 
b. Can be applied by a team of 4.29 
teachers and specialists. 
7. The network-based approach to 
curriculum development and Implement- 
Bed ation enables curriculum specialists 
fe to apply a nunaber of theories of 
learning and child development 
simultaneously, though each theory 4.04 
may provide only a partial solution. 
Total Responses 0 CHE] SUOKEN PVA) rahe} 6S 2.28 


*"Ynable to answer" responses excluded from calculation of means. 
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8. If you have “Strongly Disagreed" or "Strongly Agreed" with one or rore of 
the Items in Part Til, please state below the factors that lead you 
to-your conclusion. 


All comments are tneluded in Appendix C. 


GS. (f your response was "Unable “to Answer" for one or more of the itegs in 


Part f1!, please state below why you felt unable to express an opinion. 


53 -No comments 
6 -Lack of information or expertence 


2 -Disagreed with the way ttems were expressed 


1 -Felt constrained by vartables outside the 
network-based approach 
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PART IV 


HOW DOES THE NETWORK-BASED APPROACH TO CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPLEMENTATION COMPARE WITH OTHER PRACTICES OF WHICH YOU ARE AWARE? PLACE 
A CHECK (/) IN THE COLUMN THAT BEST EXPRESSES YOUR OPINION. USE THE FOLLOWING 


CODE. 
CLEARLY INFERIOR - clearly inferior to other available practices 
SOMEWHAT INFERIOR - somewhat inferior to other available practices 
UNCERTAIN - there are no clear differences when compared to 


other available practices 


SOMEWHAT SUPERIOR - somewhat superior to other available practices 
CLEARLY SUPERIOR = clearly supentor to other aval lab leupractuces 
UNABLE TO ANSWER - | am unable to express an opinion 


= fo) 
a i 18 _ Kea fod kK 
> oO <xto =< 2 1S) SS 
= x= oad x ij wo 
(em, [ae a, for oc ES laa Oe aw 
b | tw toy ud ee) tw Lu qt w ns 
Use at ee Hoe cGy based pus to pu || SS ie oO saa |) (iis |) Beds Mean 
curriculum developmen im i : ee on Zz OST |) jSeh—— . 
pa t and implementation eee = AeA Pe daty | ees Gannon + 


ieenabiles cur CUlllaie pirogipans ea ton bie 
developed by most teachers without 
extensive additional in-service 
training. 8.62 
Brfic 2. Makes more efficient use of the time 
eee spent in planning and preparing x 
ins t Rule ton - 4.23 
3. Reduces the amount of time teachers 
spend in dispensing information to 
students and so increases the time 
available for evaluating and testing ry 
students ’s generalizations. 4.04 
4h. Enables many different specialists 
Bad such as psychologists and curriculum 
i specialists to make contributions to 
the instructional program. 3.64 
[ 5. Reduces the time spent in activities 
such as storing and retrieving student 
ae records, instructional materials, and 
pr. Fesource: mate milalis:. 3.73 
6. Reduce~ the time spent in maintaining Sho. 
student records. ‘ 
7. Provides clearer insights into those 
student behaviors which should be AIG 
Gel, evaluated. ; 
8. Facilitates the evaluation of students Gas 
on the basis of their performance. ‘ 
9. Pinpoints critical curriculum areas 
needy of revision on the basis of teat 
Efftc.- student performance. , 
10. Facilitates evaluation of the va 


instructional program. 


4"unable to answer" responses excluded from calculation of means. 
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(22a C lalgi fess them pu nposiemotpia ht Gul lialr 
curriculum objectives. “a ¢ 
13% Increases the likelihood that the 
curriculum will be regarded as a 
whole rather than as discrete 
fragm-nts. 
ei 


5 18) 


14. Identifies redundancies and overlaps 
in curriculum objectives. 
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11. Encourages the development of clear © 9 
statements of goals and objectives. 
Effect. 


[Se identinhhes = gaps sihecun micul um 
objectives. 


16. Makes more efficien: use of personne} 
such as teachers, aides, and spec- 
Effie. ialists in the instructional program. 
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17. Makes more efficient use of resources 
such as equipment, materials, and 
supplies in the instructional program. 


ba 
™“ ie) 


18. Provides distinct advantages for 
students. 


19. Provides distinct advantages for 
teachers. 
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20. Appropriately involves teachers in 
alilestages of (CU lmCuNum= pirating 
(identifying the problems, setting 
objectives, creating alternatives, 
selecting best alternatives, 


implementation, and evaluation). 16 4 4.06 
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students, teachers, aides, and 
specialists. 
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22. Enables curriculum programs to be 
phased in gradually as development 
progresses. 


23. Allows flexibility itn choosing how 
objectives are to be achieved. 
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24. Necessitates reorganization of 


<a 
departments and/or the whole school. 


g) 
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25. Enables teachers to apply their 
knowledge about their subject area. 


i. 


20 
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26. Enables teachers to apply their 
knowledge about technology. 
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"Unable to answer" responses excluded from calculation of means. 
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Use of the network-based approach to oj ite oO xa }|wa lan] Mean 
i i F Spe 2: 2 
curriculum development and implementation: r= (oe = ne Vea | Se \Seones 


teachers. i 
28. Requires instructional equipment not F 5 14 9 
readily available in most classrooms. : 
29% Requires types of Instructional 
equipment not available at any price. é 3 13 6 20 


30. Allows each student to be treated as 
an individual. cara 3 21 28 3 4.43 
: 


27. Requires the use of processes and/or | 
skills beyond the capabilities of 6 16 
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; Sle Enables students to: 
POI. 
a. Choose independent programs. 1794 2d 5 | 4.29 
b. Progress at their own rate. = ] 7 29 4.60 
32. Enables students to become autonomous ‘aa 
learners. 6 2¢ 1¢ 3 | 4.23 
Soeenabless students to: see) Doth short— 2 * 
and long-range objectives. Se 19 16 7 4.28 
34. Facilitates evaluations which help 
students understand: 
a. Where they are going. 21 28 3 4.48 
b. How well they are progressing. Bae 4 4.50 
| 35. Allows the use of a combination of 
objectives--some based on intended 
performances and some based on 13 13 Ay 
intended experiences. 
Ped. 36. Allows the use of: 
aey : - le 4.10 
a. Cognicive objectives. 
b. Psychomotor objectives. Ee 12 4.00 
c. Affective objectives. 17 3.78 
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a. Individualized objectives. 
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b. Group-centred objectives. 
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38. Increases the likelihood that 
objectives to be attained by students 
match the students! needs. 
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39. Increases student motivation. 09 


4O, Allows subject specialists to make (+i ou 


contributions to the curriculum, 
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s"Unable to answer" responses excluded from calculation of means. 
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Use of the network-based approach to 
curriculum development and implementation: 


| WY, 


42. 


Peds, ——— 


43. 


Kh, 
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46. 


Allows any of the various theories 
of child development to be applied 
to curriculum decisions. 


Allows any of the various theories 
of learning to be applied to 
curriculum decisions. 


Is compatibie with most bodies of 
knowledge (mathematics, science, 
reading, music, voational subjects). 


iniereases instructional fillexi bi tity. 


Increases the likelihood of meeting 
the changing needs of students. 


Enables programs to be revised 
and up-dated constantly without 
destroying the entire program and 
starting over. 


Total Responses 


INFERIOR 


13 


| SOMEWHAT 
| INFERIOR 


UNCERTAIN 


SOMEWHAT 
SUPERIOR 


CRIB AIRIEY, 


*"Unable to answer" responses excluded from caleulation of means. 


UNABLE TO 
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47. If your response was "Clearly Inferior" or "Clearly Superior" for one or more 


of thesitenstn Rant), please state below. the factors that lead you 
TOP yours comelus tion. 


All comments are ineluded in Appendts Cx 


48. if your response was "Unable to Answer" for one or more of the items in 
Part lV, please stete below why you felt unable to express an opinion, 


55 -No comment 

9 -Lack of tnformatton or expertence 

2 -Dtsagreed wtth the way ttems were expressed 
6 -Restated postition taken tn responding to an 


ttem tn order to avotd mtsinterpretation 
of the response 


Li dgboviadl' W arte see 
aletys os ee a ve : ay a4 plete ote4 


tein ihe 
Init pat, a6 LES Ne 385—'S 


anes ofey ‘winaS dal kaa eatianteS 7 
ites, ee x 
: | 7 


13 
PART V 


(f your experience with network-based curricuium development and implement- 
ation has given you insights, rro or eon, which have not been examined in 
this questionnaire please describe them below. 


All comments are included in Appendtzx C. 


PART VI 


PLACE A CHECK(/) BESIDE THE RESPONSE THAT MOST ACCURATELY DESCRIBES THE 
EXPERIENCE YOU HAD IN DEVELOPING AND IMPLEMENTING A NETWORK-BASED CURRICULUM 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT. 


1. | feel that the amount of preparation | received in the use of the 
procedures for developing and implementing a network-based curriculum 


Was: 


ee 


g) 


oom lite t ler 


a. 
b. Almost enough. 


oO 


Just right. 
d. Somewhat too much. 


CreEOrcesis llvier 


2. The procedures for developing and implementing a network-based 
curriculum were: 


1 
gi 


ee 


35 i WS 
(you may 


a. Followed completély and exactly as stated. 

b. Followed with some of the steps omitted. 

c. Followed with some change in the sequence of the steps. 
d. !tgnored in favor of my own procedures. 


Z 


e. Other (please specify). 7p7 


the network-based curriculum development approach | found 
check more than one response): 


a. The procedure to be too technica] to understand. 


b. | had difficulty in determining the correct sequence of 
curriculum objectives. 

c. | could never tell when my network was finished to a point 
where |! could use it with confidence. 

d. | nad to revise my network constantly. 


e. Other problems (please specify). 


4h, Check each of the areas in which you have developed curriculum networks. 


a. Language Arts 

b. Science 

Comm iines Alrts 

d. Business Education 


Mathematics 
Physical Education 


Second Languages 


er Aaya hg 


Social Sciences 

i. Home Economics 

j. Technical Education 
k. Industrial Arts 


1. Other (please specify) Options 


enn on nnn EEE 
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5. Check each of the levels at which you have developed curriculum 
networks. 


Hea Seliemenit-aliy 

peer Junior High 

= oe, senior High 
5 d. Post-Secondary 


ha 
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Special Education 


0 f. Other (please specify) 
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APPENDIX tC 


INSIGHTS AND COMMENTS OF THE STUDY PARTICIPANTS 
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APPENDIX C 


INSIGHTS AND COMMENTS OF THE STUDY PARTICTPANTS 


Participants were invited to declare the factors which 
Ineyerelt TUstitred their. extremes responses orm tens sma ianccalel 
pli, and? tViot® the’ Sstudy* questionnaltre. In addition, they 


were asked®to include” their? inst ghtsh pro or" cons) into the 


network=based approach’ All of these comments are documented 
below. 
Teachers =lnsights and’ Comments 
besenecre ler Gonle=and objectives are bul lit ime te: tive 
program. [eis the case inethi-s school than sresources 


are used more efficiently. 


My involvement has been somewhat peripheral, and as 
an observer, so | feel | cannot add any more except to 
say that my overall impression from teachers and students 
is very favorable. 


Teacher 2. | think network-based curriculum development 
and’ implementation is "technically" excellent. erete Cul les 
itates gathering of Instructional material and sus nig 

it -in®proper®sequentral*orderveSiransi tien andsprogness 
ineconceptedevelopment iS%clearlyedetineds lt minimizes 
duplication ahd ® minimizes presentatien OTF Instructional 
Material wrthout® the prerequi siteeknon ledge required 
bymthe Students 


However, one disadvantage may be that having the 
programehighty structured and’ individualized, many 
students lack classroom and group-oriented activities. 
Much learnings, especially in» the area on social) sks iis. 
is learned tneidentally*in Contact with peersn™ Une 
dangervis: an*attempt™ to7 make the program so individual- 
ized thateyou fai l%to®mect ali, the needs of the student. 


—— 


Teacher 3. Students need@avqreat deal of®directi on "in a 


posttive waye. | Ihe. networke gives” the students an® Under= 
standing of what is going on and where he stands Lheehas 


educational development. 
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Teacher Hewes tildenct 5 attiend ing) cabesipeiciiva |” edie atvion 
learning situation need a great deal of individualized 

Lal SeeenUici tt lcony. ts; @hso' impoutan t tho @ athese- us tudientis: -to 
siecesome, disreiction inva posi tive way. The network system, 


in my opinion, offers ia clear’ anid per s.oma | sdalameic tay ef aim 
which both student and teacher may follow the academic 
achievements of the learner. 


Teacher Ds iThe network-based approach] provides specific 
goals, efficient record keeping and clearly defined areas. 


After having worked on the network system | feel that 
Enese a items ine Pant 1 a arcepositiveuns pects. .cm 
dhe 2@n esr ii | have used the network-based approach and 
Fimditehelps in providing imsioht into® tind ngeweal spots 
students may be having. lt provides an immediate goal for 
SspuidentSs sto: wonrkstoawaund . let) out. lines ddidar Soti conse a nyavhileen 


ameacher mays proceed throughout. the year. 


Teacher 7. lt forces a teacher to be always aware of 
Obaleictelveist and) pth usechesise et iime wisexdewotieds to Mowhe munates a 1% 
Lteaprongides imo nel ec ifilicaient) us sof etime. ) aiher chi lady gas 


aware of progress. 


A much more comprehensive list of skills enables a 
teacher to pinpoint and diagnose problem areas to a 
much more accurate degree. let aciane (Sueunvies #a'Spraint-<d irdeto 
grouping. There are. fewer generalities and more specific 
information for parents. 


As an on-going evaluative device the network seems 
niga helivaaemot itViati ng, tio “set udenstiss. eshhetvyaisees Ries 1 “pinogness 
and are encouraged. 


Sometimes a network approach may limit total exper- 
rencaiain fal subi) Setyasstoo muichy emphasvSe dice pyleiced Gon 
iditoudueale 4s Kiclhksdunat hie ct han arto nou pywcae spealiast eid Getetilelise 
Out of the mastery of many independent skills overal] 
performance need not necessarily improve. 


heacherarcs |. found this: system impossible iin my teaching 
of Auto Repairs as | must follow a course of complete 


engine overhaul which must be done in a particular way. 


ly usie: ar tiype of, network buthatheswaig attonse anes; very 
laimitie dun eulhe ssatudenta has, meal lysen|y gonesipe Bhp eels OW 
Waietheeonal yi ev ernye isibmp les.cho ipcies ~ 


heachien 19. | find the networks to be flexible enough to 
change or modify. Every process can be broken down as in 
programmed learning. i Mics omy. OD neon that a network is 
essentially a model for programmed instruction. There are 
certain "grey areas" or parts of learning which do not 
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Yend themselves to network development. For example: 

In Social Studies one can have a bubble marked Cana dalt; 
another marked "'England!''. ‘These are separate entities , 
they can be taught, learned, and evaluated. Less con- 
crete subject material like "values" are harder to teach, 
to Hearn sean d tortevaliuate. 


Use of a network and its record-keeping system has 
piroviens=3 br Melitem Sibi eta we llaide tt orme. 


| have seen networks implemented in Elementary and 
Se Glivarleme cu Gra tui. On. 


Efficient, effective planning of @ network and wsing 
a networky mysiel f>'h aver pir ovenm tis! ad venitages. 


itacheng@| One tthe: network=bese d approach’ ete bothreteachers 
and students know what level of progress has been achieved 
amd iwihtelne’ ithel<s:tudemitt iis to’ proceed, fowtithe, next Minit oF 
nsec hicone Om tliab? works 


heacher) Il.  Thetrappiroach Wseiti mel sav ing.t @ There tis tequa | 
asisresement oOfefalll-s'tudents . Personal biases® of “teachers 
are eliminated. 


The teacher's time can be spent on individual 


students. Marking and evaluation is easier. Progress 
can be easily seen. Students progress at their own 
speed. The program can be easily administered by another 
teacher. 


Unless the student is self-motivated, progress may 
be slow. Copying from others may take place. Evaluation 
is Sometimes: hard as one! is not sure of ‘the student's 


Owneetn OT tsk 


Teacher 12. | have been using the network-based approach 
ineitteachihg*® Languages Arts™ for! threes yearseand tewould 
neversgotback to anyeothert’ (howevers le ame usima ta net- 
work |! myself planned. lt is easy to follow and it works. 
The students are enthused and |!° know exactly where 1am 
and where | am going. lefecd teicowl’ erused tiny any 


subject andrati any. leve lh 


The amount of work some students complete in a year 
usinga.the: networktapproach’ is*rantastic. They are 
never bored, never run out of work. Almost everyday 
sSomeonevis excited@aboutehits latestmachievement. The 
more able students are a constant source of informatron 
and inspiration to the students, with lesser aD shal Mads Yee 


| find that many of the students go beyond what the 
teacher expects and beyond the objectives set forth. 
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Students with less ability (in a well-planned network) 
needn't feel defeated because there are so many things 
which they can do with a reasonable degree of success. 
This ™Keeps®themeworking and #progress iting: 


Lf is not “an exaggeration: to says that many of my 
students *do"ten times the amount of work in Language 


Arts-=int@neadingys research ecreatiiverwriting, even 
thinking=s=that students of equal ability did before | 
used the network. Lttiewtitn thevelasstoom is) muchemore 


interesting too. 
bechange my ™network®tovsul tethe needs ofemy achass= 


however eal Pioftthese advantages are basedtonethe 
fact that | have over a period of three years worked 
out my own network and changed it when the neéd arose. 
Students have even asked that certain things be added 
(forvexample, a collection of saying, quotes, terse 
phrases, déscriptive sentences, meaningful Verse, ete. ). 


Teacher’ ls @etherapproach’ fsvuseful (ine lessons plann fag. 
MusectitPtoegive parentstadtbiredtist#evye View piethe 
child's progress and achievement during interviews. 
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However, our networks have been revised to the point where 


they are as much a profile sheet as anything, and I never 


andeusesthem@asMtechnically or@assstrictly@as. intendedt 
| feel uncomfortable with it in the reading area--many 
ofetheeski lis@are@ constantly beingrebroadencdg throughout 
the year,/so how do you evaluate on your network. Net- 
works. lend themselves much more readily (in my opinion) 
to a subject like Math. 


Clerical work increased®to the point» wherera person 
could feel’ as though you might become the stave, and the 
network the master. 


Guess utes Tike many tiings=-theoret lca iin sulstest.s 
fdeate-—pudt Gling Site In CO phactirces iS) ano Uieis sin gE 


Teacher: 14% fefoundhit: “di fi teul tol answermsomes ors the 
questions because my own experience has been solely with 
the Math curriculum. We have now gone to a revised type 


of system which allows at a’ glance to see the chasm? 's 
progress. With the network (bubble system) it was 
necessary to turn to another sheet to see which concept 
the child was on since the bubbles were only numbered 
Pthey didnt contains thes name sor San objective]. 


We now have the concept labelled with the marks 


appearing directly underneath. We have retained the color 


code for evaluation. in essence we have just converted 
from bubbles to columns--the complete network Tor each 
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[ruse eivetsieets lassbothea guidesto plann inanmy 
lessons and as a means of keeping track of individuals at 


a glance. beets usefuliefor parent-teacher (interv lens —— 
parents are vable to See at ai glance where dvrrrculaies = tte-— 
Wiettie sit be One "or “two —coniceptssor the who Ie program. 


The assessment for each child is our own--for what 
Wer Feet thegwchiisld is “capablegon doing. 


Leacher bss lam limited in®my thinking to a planning 
sense. Liestced iin planning, § be lieve va wild qive wany 
Neache; "the tolearest Vinsights into not<only "the wMumete 
objectives of any course but the various interconnected 
pachsetand=steps. in ‘achieving those objectives. It does 
not matter how distant in time these ultimate objectives 
may be "sitiniee all Wsteps could serve as sub-objecti Ves 
WihthoutedlStiurp tig “theweveral lleatirow. tt se-alhSOndraneihd = 
tively simple matter to translate such a step-and-path 
system into computer language. 


AsO bheuuten is worth a thousand swords andeass um ind 
that the flowchart is explained to them, students are 
abltertomrefer sto (tt againiandeaqain oto Vsee! where 
they are currently situated and the path before them. 
Regarding use of equipment, | am assuming that there 
rs'ta "Varge Variety of activities anid equipment tor-use 
Prestive tcolrrse! and if so, ct speaks for Wtselei thet rather 
than having most of the class wanting one particular 
machine or piece of equipment at once, all equipment will 
be in use ;most of the time given a variety in the rates 
of student achievement. 


Teacherm I. Awunitorm network system would make “ti ans-— 
ferring irom one schoo! tos anotner ta much easlemeprocess. 
freetwoeyears of substitute teaching, “ave Pound ™= tremnen= 


dous ditferences tn schools as far as methods), content, 
and ongdantzatrton ot programs, even in “the same esubject 
area. 


ThemnegwOnre Sys tem 1s “excellent for "the: noviice: | 
came with no experience or training in Language Arts. 
Thee network made it easy for me to set up “Individual 
programs for my students very quickly. Its easy to 
follow and provides objectives (short-and long-term) 
for both student and teacher. 


The network has three major advantages for me. 


1. The long-and short-term objectives are tangible. 
With the network | feel | know where | am going. A 
major problem is thus cleared up and I can spend time 
evaluating the means of getting where tie Goud « 

7. With six teachers using the Communication Skills 


network we pool our resources and have a common Pil ving 
system and marking system. We share materials thus there 
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is no duplication of materials or programs. Teachers 
time is greatly reduced in programming. material. 
3. Students! needs come first. The network facili- 


tates individual Programming and the record-keeping system 
makes it easy to determine a student's progress. 


school Administrators' Insights and Comments 
Department head |. The network qraphically illustrates 


direction time. constraints samd possible tdi tricult res 
It also points out where remedial work can be dove-tailed 
Eat ©. (mock Uid.emt se. 


Different: teaching methods “can be applied to «different 
SLUdeEntS inethessame class at the same. Ermer. 


Viiicesprincipal il. The system is built on Vong-range 
planning. 


There are probably some courses that couldn't be 
taught by this method. Wicate tn niko men onier: 


The wall-long graphic portrayal of the course from 
beginning to end with all the choices available to 
Students shows students both long- and short-range 
objectives which they can relate to their classroom 
aochv lilies. 


Students find and replace their own work. 


The various ‘bubbles, or steps, -cam Deediminuished 
or enlarged. Each step can be evaluated and altered if 
HecesSarvewd thout athecting the integnrcy won the course, 


Because of the bubble system, omissions are readily 
ioe lec © Clie 


Students almost have tndividual programs therefore 
fhere ais | htuleccrowding around ‘the Wanmlousspleces non 
equipment. 


Thesstudent may choose, one Of SeVena ll houtes to an 
objective. 


My only response bPart Vilis that.those: | enave 
spoken with regarding the system regret its coldness or 
rather. slack Of aWwatireh:. 


Vice-principal 2. Our students need individualized 
academic programs for remedial work--the network makes 
pirreNel ec iMexae fale Relaye tnd i Midvalizet HOnmote pies ramse. 
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Our students have applied themselves more ViGgor= 
ously to the tasks at hand with the network approach 
than did they apply themselves with the conventional 
approach. Fewer discipline problems nesulted. 


One must provide opportunities for presentations 
Cre Wisi cmuand) Oia ere pomt ce 


VairGe- piel MeLpe |. 3°. The "overview" quality of the network- 
based approach has positive ramifications for both 
SGuaehts and teacme ts [nh omy mind it ts sthe most timpor- 


Pont scNanacteriatic gt the aucraach: 


Evaluation material geared to specific objectives 
makes it possible to assess individual student per- 
formance @ULte accurately. The Use.of petwork objective 
tectematertal facili tates, Spec iti ces kt) sess ecsimenier 
ivicsminneemyeemi hd is a positive factor of orhe sme two 
approach. 


Networks require a clear statement of objectives-- 
something we have been negligent in doing in the past. 


In my experience, the network approach has been a 
SLLOuC sos Ltivie mMOtiVvVatLlng Tactor VO ime ik ica s yee fine, 
like to know where they are going and what is expected 
of them in the course of meeting the objectives of (a 
panti cular program. 


Vice-pringipal 4. Teachers are able to specialize in 
subject areas. feel it can be used in Special 


| 
Educataon as well as in regular classes. 


General satisfaction has been expressed by staff 
and students. 


Our students especially need imdividualized  tproe- 


Prams 0. sive Vv. c.be, able suo. isee sthellira pT ogness More 
readtly= =ine approach provides opportunity for devel= 
Goin ceres pon sa bili tye 


Setting, up orograms has involwed “at rerenccus 
amount of work--teachers have had to be prepared to 
spend many extra hours of work. 


| have some concern about the number of teachers 
students receive tnstructton from calthough |) also Teel 
this problem may be overcome. Some Of polite tUCenGt S 
Mavi peapetter served Dy having one teacher for 
academic, SUDJects,. 


fa preparing oun. students sion "yi fe" the greatest 
need for most of them is the development of social and 
emotional maturity--they are most likely to fail in this 
area. | am not sure how well the network serves them 
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Bip iin eittoales | | have observed a continuing interest and 
growth in the s= professional ismieoantstatf members. involved 
ipethis approech, to curriculum organization. 


Thepemis evident.whllingness stospllanwvandaworketege ther 
boethepinterests of erhesstudentss 


Student reaction both in performance and verbally 
exphessed TFeaction js posi PiVel tow tht swapphoache 


Teachers become more directly involved with indiv- 
bdulal students! needs» andamethodssofytrying toameet then. 


Ine Improvement of students” selt-image...1s cone 
Of theystrongest assets of thistmethode of. sichoe. 
organization. 


Sabre psa c Longursangesprogranmings ls, possi blew i aboth 
teachers and students know where they are going--and 
theysteps needed.to get. there. 


The network-based approach can be generalized to 
a variety of settings. However, the users must under- 
Standathesway to, Use ity SOemUSty they peoples itvgis used 
Oigiegaestudents,oreteathershin apsysitemis tOuo> fain 
hesec Ulla bepedd it. 


Examibation,of thewsobsectivessby, teachers. cunpiculum 
heads, and students is important and necessary. All 
should help develop the network. bee ishandey Sto 
implement’ tf imposed by others--be it system, school, or 
province. 


lfenetworks are going to they" ini thingswesneed 
timewat thes local school) level stor participations inp 
trheiri_de velopment =-nots | USty initially outs continuously. 


ghts and Comments of Others 


Librariane lieatTher Studentsehad.a moreseptnusias tic 
Spomoachs towthelr assignments. | Nheyeprodressed at) thelr 
own speed and ability so were not in compet! tionewitn 
their classmates. 


As a teacher=librarian !_played- a supportd vee rodenza.. 
| found students more interested in learning more about 
their assignments to the extent that they began to look 
for additional sources. They became more independent 
Praetheinm researchedasethey. Decpieamorenrpool icLentaan, the 


Uusewotetihealibrarye tools. 


Counselor. |... bong range planning, and. dataycol lecturing 
is made superior because of the preparation, of scurriculum 
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necessaryetOgstartethe programs Statistics are much 
easter toeobtainwon shortaon immediately visualized 
goals. 


students with ‘superior abi lrty and students whtn 


problems (in the same class) become more Visi bhe-=qood?, 
bad? 


COWS e Oo hee « From my observations it would appear that 
the networksbased sappreach vis shighly=flextbhesand able 

toypbeageneralizedeto.dififerentusubjectssegradeshevels- 

and systems. Goals and objectives could be spelled out 
FOoreeacheasituat ton: 


Students who were involved in the network-based 
approach to study had indicated to me that they exper- 
hencedeasgqreat ideal wofesatistactton twithyhherapproach 
since they always understood what was required before 
proceeding ahead; they were competing with themselves 
only, and they were able to observe their own progress. 
Maximum use of lab equipment was possible since differ- 
enc Students used If eatvditferent times - 


Extensive time and energy are required to develop 
a network-based curriculum; but ence estabhished; it 
frees the teacher for a supervisory capacity in the 
Glass room. ieSince shudents emove gat athe Wneown space .miat 
is readily obvious where their strengths and weaknesses 
are. [lt also becomes obvious which areas of the cur- 
riculum require revising. 


My experience with this program was indirect, by 
counselling students who were involved with the net- 
work-based approach. lt appeared that students in this 
program were more satisfied and performed at a more 
superior level than did these same students in other 
Programs in the school which did not. Use sthe network- 
based approach. 


Central office administrator |. Planning 1s positive 
and objective; communications “about objectives are clear 
between student and teacher; and, results are measurable 


imanecessahny. 


f-sée thenapproach astbeingestudentwortented, 
| consider the process to be basic to good teaching. 


The matter of communications between teacher and 
students ts an integral aspect. of the-appreach. (t 
belps.to settle the objectives gqame played between 
Students vand teachers. 


Universityeprorkessone!. | see the merit of the network- 


based approach primarily as a management tool. fiorsphanning 
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Organizing, and controlling many aspects of the educa- 
Ptonat eiterp rise. lt "ean also be Wsed'as a systematic 


way of identifying problems or bottlenecks in sequencing 
Eis truc tt on. 


The scheduling of educational technology (hardware) 
can be easily done using the network approach. Again, 
this system “lends “i tsel"to management of al P'school subjects: 


The time element is part of the network-based 
approach. This is not often the case when using other 
methods. The network allows you to identify various 
depects ot the scurriecu lum graphically ast oartsecom sa 
whole. 


Leacher evaluation and accountability are jimplied 
DULTNOt directly plugded Imnito ehis instrument. | 
realize you are focusing upon curriculum but lb see 
other factors of evaluation being considered. The 


training of personnel to use the network-based approach, 
i gather is to be done on an in-service basis. 


Um Versmcy eproress or. 2. Le senabies the user to =anti ci 
pate delays in progress of projects and provides lead 
timer Por “takinqe correct) Ve. action... 1) Mis amakeset 
desirable. Since it) is also vcomnpati ble with, the: i coms 


mentioned (PPBES, EDP, long-range planning)--this makes 
borcleathiy Suber! or. 


Vive used =i t-—i Use [ht=-anduiut Works.s wea commana 
should be used to make implementation, and more efficient 
Use FOL Une program, a more likely ea tigiy. 


| have not used PERT in the context of evaluating 
performances but | see no reason why PERT can‘t do it 
provided the items fed Into tt are avai. 


Your attempt to. use PERT for student progress wit 
probably work as an administrative task. 


Your attempt to use PERT for evaluation vor 'student 
prodress. mays bey a bitesditiitcul tino. Cato pee hy sO unr 


you. 


University professor 3. A network-based program 

that | have used for a number of years has aided in 
organizing course content and my activities as a teacher 
to maximize my time as well as the students' learning 


time. The network also has been of assistance to me in 
myeattempts to individualized iImetruction bot hein tine 
design of learning packages and in the selection of 
audiovisual ‘hardware’. 


Most insights that | have developed apply to 
university students who have never been exposed to a net- 
work-based course. The result means that when these 
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students sare imtormed that Instruction ww! 1] be inet viid- 
ualized, they become apprehensive for the first few weeks 


of the course. After they see how the network is used 

for planning course content ana ougan12ing at ithe students 
fully accept it. The same comment could be made "for 

eva Itat ton. From the network the student knows exactly 


where and when evaluation will take place, particularly 
(fea products chart is Used in conjunets On With = tire 
network. 


APPENDIX D 


THE MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 
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ARREND 1% *D 
THE MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYS (5S 


Re vated tnesearch!, "expertience sand viln fut fon waive ewayesi mot 
Veenti tying Variables “wititva .potential eformeésilommet teansnt ly 
akheecting the -outcomes’ of “a 'résearch ‘design? ‘“Pessiragden tly. 
uSedieronethis ipUrpose “is the eniu lit tpilie adi ser imtnan teane by sis. 

TRe tmualctp he «dkScnimi mamtiwanna lysis) Catspectaliehorm of 
factor analysis) clusters respondents to a questionnaire on the 
basis of their response patterns. Examinations of these 
Glusters “ofirespondents mayoyiecldeinsiights into mewavarhables 
previously ignored in the research design. 

Paraphrasing Kerlinger's (1964:650) description of a 
factoreanalyshis; a multiple discriminant tanatysis istagmethod 
for determining k underlying variables (factors) shared by n 
Eespondentsy kebe ing Less “than Pn. 

lneamfactormatalysisteach questionnaires? temas 
correlated with every other item and factor loading coefficients 
are derived for ‘each item in relation to a specified number of 
factors. Communalities (the common factor variance) for the 
items are the sums of the squares of the factor loadings. 
| When a multiple discriminant analysis is desired the 
computer is programmed to rotate the datarfiitedumeonststingios 
ivrows of féspondents andey columns®oftitem fesponsies@eto yreld 
j rows and i columns. Lhe adaita «ane athen siactopnganal yZeqn 


Theedata field for thts mubttple discimiminaq teanatlys ts 
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consigted of 79 items (rows) and 50 respondents (columns). 
Bactor loadings ior 6, 4. and 2 factors are presented in 
Prguresn |, ¢-atd 3 respectively, “Pactom loadings which exceed 
0.400 (Ferguson 1971:424) are treated as meaningful. Negative 
scores are ignored. 

Tabliesel> 25 sand 3.scontain athe clusters tormedson ube 
astwomor 0 po asatd 2atactoras . Of tens <aicmwas Renew cace sian) thie 
Shidvageccdit tonal data, her neq Ul Heder ih (Onder. hCaMaltes Eile lac fe 
eommonato each ¢lusterm. tlhose planning to use as multiple 
discriminant analysis should attempt to collect as much 


demographic data as possible at the time the questionnaire is 


completed. [In some cases factors must be named on the basis 
Gat) Pte te tO Ns In still other “casese themhoactopsmcantabey € 
named. 


The multiple discriminant analysis, applicable to any 
datdagmatrix, ¢ghas a number-offusefull appl icat tons. It can be 
used: 

= to confirm that controlled study groups didein fact 

share common factors. 

- to identify uncontrolled variables that may have 

contaminated the study findings. 

=“ instead of Sociograms. —Sociograms are limited toa 

clusters of acquaintances and are based on perceptions 
of others. MOltiple discriminant analysi2evields 
similar results with groups where members are not 
acqualinteds) Becalise themmultupie discrimi nant 
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Factor Loadings for Four Factors 
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